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ABSTRACT 


This study investigated the Current Perceptions of 
and Preferences for involvement in decision-making held 


by faculty members in the Faculty of Education at The 


University of Alberta. Information was sought in three 
broad categories: General Perceptions of and Expectations 


for Participation; The Relationship of Faculty Member 
Varia ecomteosCULlrecntmand ume cerned sRespolses = ance lite) 
Nature of Faculty Involvement in Existing Decision-Making 
SECUCLULES. 

A Decision-Making Participation Scale was constructed 
by the investigator to measure Current Perceptions of and 
Preferences for involvement in decision-making. The Scale 
also measured the degree of discipline-orientation of 
Tesponcdents sn, the, actual participation of faculty-in 
existing decision structures, and attitudes towards their 
present involvement. The Scale was supported by inter- 
views, and by a document search. 

It was found that formal decision-making structures 
have been developed to allow instructor participation in 
decision-making directly or by representation. However, 
analysis of responses revealed that respondents did not 
always perceive their role in decision-making in this way, 
and chose NONE most often in describing Current levels of 


involvement. Scepticism existed about the value of 
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committee involvement as a way of involving instructors 

in decision-making and concern was expressed about committee 
effectiveness. It appeared that unless respondents could 
see evidence of their involvement in final decision out- 
comes they tended to judge their level of participation as 
INFORMAL. Respondents chose JOINT ACTION most often in 
describing Preferred levels of involvement. 

Response patterns differed according to categorization 
by rank, sex, employment status and department. However, 
no one type of group membership explained totally the 
differences in these patterns. There was a definite 
tendency to equate boundaries of decision responsibility 
with those of the Department. Personal factors were shown 
to interact with organizational factors and vice versa to 
affect perceptions and preferences. 

Hacuiry) members Tecported that they were motivated to 
participate through professional concern, a sense of duty, 
self-interest, and a desire for power and prestige. They 
claimed that they were impeded by lack of time, time-wasting, 
lack of skill in decision-making and lack of interest. 

They claimed to act in a manner consistent with their 

stated preference for JOINT ACTION involvement; supported 
their present numerical level of involvement in committees; 
preferred less time involvement; and in a substantial 
minority of cases preferred a different type of involvement. 

A number of questions for further research were 


identified. A model for describing decision-making 
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structures in a Faculty context was suggested, and 
included a consideration of the decision required, the 
decision outcome, the type of decision body, the ensuing 
decision strategy and the method of decision ratification. 
These were seen as interrelating causal factors, in 
determining sdecisionsprocesses. 

Finally a model of Decision Processes in a Faculty 
was described. This was based on Baldridge's (1971) 
model, but emphasized the role of external constraints, 
formal position in an organization, decisions that 
facilitate policy implementation, and faculty member 
support for a collegial approach to decision-making, 
in determining the nature of decision processes ina 


Faculty On Paucation. 


vi 


> ; - a 
a SoS Con ee 
> 7 - ~ 7 = —. 
| ‘gate yaoaagalonh Ne cs ain 
¥ Mt ~ . es 7 Rie ; 
| aes oy baal ke ition ofa gta pee 
: A , : ; f= , 
al oh Gae? Tagase Gadi Fa Kain tye 5 
ct : 7 ‘ y | a 
i A eee | pein » a a4 f = 9 
iinet 4) Vi eaaeere My a. + “a we Tyee : — 
gms) oe et SESlyt o4 Bevat we ath « 
pov Copier Fate eaa ipa Be wi sehihgbaien’ at iene 
> y 
pila atp iy Seder eae oe an “et be ta op a re 
apigda hy feed) Ste, Cetera! sa paz i mi ven ae 
Pw ere ad 5 ao a! 31207 a7e so 4 (oe OS ui ‘7 oe 


aL Ras@irss.0 “(> Ve to Heep @rt weld tekasem Be 
Ae Laws > a ytienn® 


oe) 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


iiwish to thank Dr R.G. McIntosh and Dr E.A. Holdaway 
for their assistance as my thesis supervisors. My thanks 
go to Dr Holdaway for his help, advice and guidance 
until themcomplletion, of myacandidacy examination, and for 
his comments on preliminary drafts of the thesis. 
Special thanks to Dr R.G. McIntosh are appropriate for 
his assistance, counsel, and support during the 
implementation of all phases of the study and during the 
completionio mathe gtina Wereportaielealso wish to 
acknowledg@=the ‘help and suggestions of Dr E.W. Ratsoy 
and Dr T. Aoki, especially in the initial stages of the 
study and in the preparation of the thesis. Thanks are 
also due to Dr R. Baird for his advice and suggestions. 

I wish to express my gratitude to all members of 
the academic ftaculty of the Faculty of Education, he 
University of Alberta, who participated in the study by 
responding to the questionnaire, who agreed to be 
interviewed, and who identified resource material. I also 
wish to thank the Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research 
and Dr E. Miklos for creating the conditions which allowed 
me to complete this study. 

Finoliv aiewlsohmeOmcnankeMarion Hastecott for her 
advice and assistance which were essential to the 


successful completion of this study. 


vil 


vom lab  céiidadeays Gi abroines “a . 
ime Rene Ab aFtpis + 
ay stebsqQo mgs Srp weno So's Same 
a> Spratt Sotelo bit Pt Louie teh 
git AJAUS. Gey voie eds ic ovaegyp Tat 
‘ taste male t > ie isabh wy 
voatan 30.2 ae gait! (Mingle rake aia } 
as ie ty aA! oP? geet: (eg i adpegee pinerora 
e ba sist ian (Sh Fienige te ots wt hun yids. 

bie eo vee WW) | Set toh ae a ar sith colts 7 
| f Re NaS 6 TRIN peerip aatey © 

‘ak  ieiatie be flier od se; aac? ‘sdebaiia’ 
toare ait i “a trod ait a) tedtA fe iacaa 7 
beereeel ath  shdandosh aanie, Gab ty po leesquet 
Otis .. .s&buotim Graioew hwtitansed’ aii, be . byw SV omc — 
POSE Lib aol lanls gievhe te i giirge® eit Beeld of shah 
bare bie ie) aintlckoe. SE? pasted oh? neitan .& 2G iam 
‘42a 249% poalyen> 33 OF 

76¢.%01 és0e¢eé If. ald Amd? 4 toh 2 ,vileatt 
gis Wo [pitceand® ste. Hak’ speeagkeee Luts nokia 
ete 2h fa eobiballigiese 


a 


hay 


CHAPTER 


ve 


Bes 


of 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


THE PROBLEM 


THETOUUC LO lee ee met Sees ey te ee oe 
Dehn le Onto tasee nic ates te ee oe ea nee ee 


Grgqanrzation oOLFelhesissChapters™ 2-2 & 


CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND REVIEW OF THE 


LITERATURE 
AM ches melenbieiesWeney A eA a Agee ee Se ee Ga eo 
ThiesNaturer or spec? Ss On—Makwno, cre cs oe 


Models for Decision-Making Structures in 
LITT VG ecole 1 Samant sp et wetabeoeten ciclo alte af cite Amine 


the biteratcure on, Participation in 
DECHS VO Nake ume rt stEte mins gate «srs 4ceeme! fe 


Outcomes from General Organization Theory. 


scholarly. Opiniones kegarding Ansteructor 
Participation in Decision-Making 


Research on Decision-Making in 
iHalhVovehergetelciie \iMetheaie pk eoleneyst 4 Mn PR 9 


Participation in Decision-Making at the 
Or eiptycewetesiy en days SUll se Bes ee ey ag en ey om ae Oe 


Sula veC he CONCLUSIONS mim tsa snsta. 


The State of the Research and the Study 
(ARO) SEN Hil > ye Go Gea ene Shee bite hen See 


enna s: ee Gs A Say OG a a Aa a eS 


RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 


Introduction e e e . e e ° e e e e ° e e 


General Research Approach ..... . .- 


Vu id 


PAGE 


Hil 


13 


14 


18 


22 


22 


30 


eh) 


44 


aye 


56 


ae 


She) 


o 


* 
: 


- «ee «6 wes ©@ 


ob a pie etolas ee, 
ci ve 8 ei 


r | ’ - 
goo Were Leakage Lortab ah eed i? 


ai: TES al LBA 1) oat 
+, 0 Te seis re 


a gg 
ay ye a an ee grerivvpsasd A 
stig dndeanrenthegud gd. 
ee oe Re 


a Pee AeA 


ss acy Can lpateseus ual 1g oat 
. = © Ss - 
rn rary ee ene — 


: a “ps oo NOdegyan OE 
oe a’ a rao ee » MAP eben IT 

oa eae ah : 
eee! a a bee 7 

aa _~ 


CHAPTER 


4. 


an 


The Study Population and the 
Research Lechna Cues mamas. ie 
The, OUues GLOnn alt Clee. seinen a as 
The Structured Interview. . 


DOCUMENT IReCS CaCl) gan. whem ss ue seta 
Da tain na is) Sh Sisk. ai, eres es 


SAhilitebat i ie Seer OF eG. ee 


STRUCTURE 


Apkeiasle euystet | eee Aer 


THE EXISTING FACULTY DECISION-MAKING 


The Formal Faculty Decision-Making 


Structure HV ee Cee a? es a 


Functioning Procedures in the Faculty 


Decision-Making Structures 


Problems Associated with Identifying a 


Decision-Making Structure 


SHOT Ue Teme SY eae So A 5 


PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-MAKING 


lisesi celsh itor cnivtelsh oe eh AO Pek Ae 


Current and Preferred Perceptions of 
Faculty Involvement in Decision-Making 


Decisional Deprivation Scores for 


Iiavelenvae ie) Merci ey AQ) 


Decisional Equilibrium Scores for 


MGewoheysks leek Ikesiey ay Ee 


Decisional, Saturation scores 
tigieiiiewe bie lee ~~ 5 ap eed 


SAIN Ly oe et a eae Mia) [e 


LOG 


e 


FACULTY PERCEPTIONS OF AND EXPECTATIONS FOR 


. 


PAGE 


60 


61 


61 


88 


90 


90 


100 


LOZ 


iNOS 


eres 


116 


123 


Nea 


128 


Bhs) 2 


sara enw nal sone 


= 
sacra! able cect et De apne eae ae 
fn _— » wre a - 
hii + oe)» © FOS g tS gay ae 
a ti! Ssdos ‘wig 4 be a make 
BIE Abe ew tanr> *2 Eup 


dia Sasa Satu ck Ng waredier yee 
ahi sree hit conan 


aor, . ee Speaale saunas 
shy: sheanclhe as ot 


a (eg: 2 of Pad pes Te Pi 
wh Jel ay pia at aetna 
ane paet Shei seal 
an 9 


ae 


CHAPTER PAGE 
6. THE RELATIONSHIP OF MEMBER VARIABLES TO 
PERCEPTIONS OF AND PREFERENCES FOR 


PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-MAKING 


Leh eVetechitak ma Vehok AA yee ye SR ies oe acter ae 161 
AdMint St racouremenGeinScLructorsieeus <0. « 162 
Males and Females ee ee ree re ek 170 


Professors, Associate Professors and 
ASS tetantelroLcessOr seer eromee “Sess. s 176 


Diseyewewmiferguect Ae Ge 5 A A a ee a on To2 
Responses to Involvement in In-Department 
Decisions Compared to Out~-of-Department 


Decisions fe EP Oe, Ae ee a eer eek See 195 


The Relationship of Discipline-Orientation 
to" individual Instructors’ Preferences . 198 


Ot{her* Group Membersemrmar. a) <5 .8 c-1o§ «m= smo 201 
SUING V ee is ee om eee eMa” “CMLicA cs) ia) 20 sd ae <7 << 202 
7. j%INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES: 

ITS NATURE AND JUSTIFICATION 

IN ELOOUCt1O Tiree MeMmecED oelteM boil cua cl sl SCP simte! "os « 207 
Involvement in Committee Representation. . 208 
Attitudes Towards Present Levels and Types 

of Involvement in Actual Decision 


PLOCES SCS. Bae Meramec. su lou ts 16 «@hernia? iss << 247 


Reasons Explaining Current Levels of 


Aipohidamaiacnitoneier eek = oe ee re A ey ee eee Sane 226 
CONnGLUSTOnS = Drawn OMmenesiinc Gunes as) ou s.5 « BS, 
erie es Am a 6 ee Ge oe ee 242 


Tot 


cant inh aledil ine! Abeer wet 


(+ Spo owtaan: — 


Lag Satta. o8t le sas eer : ys 
* e « * : a ® eige nigga” - . 4 BiA - : 


, 
: 

« ® é q @ rs wi ‘s a o e 2 
sani nat hl 7 


tet peewee shsenlbbeass A! pemiinee 29 


3 rua {oon 1 AF: tems pote es : 
eee ik ~ + ele ey le | <hatoed 


atirgiyn ry Io ieee aNia@ afr 
‘ 


oE3 by ; 
aso Nant tahiti “Teh Covi lr ce - . 
pe! ee ee 


ete kt be «eae: (ay)h fay eS Pee | 
Sugeest pane yy ee ees. bar er’ of 
OS MA Iy te AA + kant oi ci 

wad 4pm ROP Oe 2 oi oc oA ies umriehuaiae 
+ Aelia 1s) pai era ere Fs shila aie fed 


pe 


Pl iP byte api ie a sie 
sg z Moos 


pm ee 


: be pie ; fee igen eine a 


: > siebitt peat ie! webaly bea 


CHAPTER 


Si As OYNTHESIS OF THE RESULTS OF THE 


INVESTIGATION 
UB oheaseyehbyeres kenny Yi Ga aH Ge wea eee oe Pa 


General =Perceprionss0= and expectations 
jew ar devey RiRNenly ey (IMO lel. om ee WENA ee es. SOR ees 


The Relationship of Faculty Member 
Variables To Current and Preferred 


Perceptions e e e e ° e . e e e ° e e e 


The Nature of Faculty Involvement in 
Existing Decision-Making Structures... . 


Oe IMPLICATIONS FOR] THEORY 7 PRACTICE AND 


RESEARCH 

IGM sro chblorenkeln Wy Py fOMe east eee 
LINDL CamlOuse LOD sha pot ing ehiCOiy fom. m ce rel we 
Mion lames heslerels) siela etisyeweelel 4s oo aie a 8 
subelb Moke weeipey Uxopen jhe (el esel Wy ay AAA 


SOME Ha | we ok oy Bc Oe we oh Cee ce 


BIBLIOGRAPHY ° . e e e ° e e e e e e e e e e e « e 


APPENDIX 


APPENDIX 


APPENDIX 


APPENDIX 


APPENDIX 


APPENDIX 


APPENDIX 


Acme lh he OUT SaeLONNAT Ritts. StteMRG ml sce. «fs. 38) 
Bee) CLASSIPACATIONsOM OUESTIONSS BY soUB- 
SLoLEMerUNGTIONTNGs iy) 2 Tooke glems s 
C. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS Dome ee oe 
Der TOTAL CURRENT) ANDEPREFERREDSLEVELS OF 
INSTRUCTOR INVOLVEMENT 
ioe MULTIPLES DISCRIMINANT FUNGETONS |. ». .« 
B... »>CLASSIFICATION.OF, QUESTIONNAIRE, ITEMS 
BYSDEPAREMEN Is: OCUS S ieuma rs ieu elles: 
GeemeoORKE DATION S COM ith LCE Sige. a etre a nlems 


naa 


PAGE 


244 


244 


264 
265 
282 
307 
Sue), 
35.9 


328 


345 


347 


349 


Boek 


354 


356 


e 


sai aloo Ti i 
i ee, Se sO a et 


4 = & WwW ; b+ ? ‘ «.@ FF 


si, tw ke 
] 


wis (ROEESATS 4 jh: Mie aM 
: "> Steam 


. eae ai 


Az ItuMRAOT AS 5 “| 
. (Spo SrSea gehvaw es 


Cow 


“07 tage i fieal 
| eapingax 
Sesh! ope! qt 


a7 0 Had € Gacd- Or 


Vsideaya 
> SaaS: wr. 4 
Leap Mi yy raha poiks) -@ Re eTtA 


aad! me Rare sag 


; _ ati 


“Hans Vel citall rs 
sb ot ci eele SRNR Up sia 
Si! (asta iho ay et, ele 


: S58 ie yul war merous 
i i Foy met éy 
oi ae. ot ae 


LOOP 


elke 


ere 


eats 


LIST OF TABLES 


Description 


Research in Faculty Participation in 
DecistOn—Maka nde une Ner  GOUCaL TON eis 26) 6 us 


Decision Items: Current and Preferred 
PEnecepelonecCalew. were ter ew eh oa ceeoet se on ca cl es 


Factor Loadings for Selected Items on 
ClumpenieandarPreterreds Scales. gles aS esas We as ee 


Probability Related to Null Hypotheses 
Les tings QUCStLOnnamremRe lability, <9. 6. ss 


ReESpOnsemtOmONestlOnnal ier. skel cuss. sal. pee. 


Percentage of Usable Returns of 
Questionnaires Sent to Post-Secondary 
Nfs fes belie rents le Pe A A a ye. Gate Geto re a 


ProbabiilscyMRevatedeto Nulienypotheses:: 4 < « 


Factors Motivating Non-Response to 
Oech eyincware ff BY S a ome eS ee te ry see 


Example of Decisional Deprivation, Saturation 
Heel He shel Mopesbbinh weeortcss (5 eG 9 5 Pa ioe 6 4 ae 


Decision-Making, Levels, Membership, 
Appointments ands Decisions lypes™ Oe. 2 5. . 


Total Percentage Responses in NONE and 
DISCUSSION Categories for Preferred 
Involvement in Decision-Making in Faculty 
RECYUWLLMGH ages eee a als oe ee Me Es 6 Ye 


Total Percentage Responses in NONE and 
DISCUSSION Categories for Preferred 
Involvement in Decision-Making in Faculty 
SHE ee Go) home. Gee ie Se eg er 


Total Percentage Responses in NONE and 
DISCUSSION Categories for Preferred 
Involvement in Decision-Making in Academic 
sralahabowlsgte wets! UteMimeyys 1. oe BS be oh ees 


Xil 


Page 


45 


63 


5 


th, 


83 


85 


87 


88 


93 


108 


They, 


141 


Lai fs 


; - « = ? 7 cad @ 
eT bia Seon < - 
4 ry ds . ds é kee. . me 


ae an < 7” oi i 7m av 
. : 
- or “ih 


Laps tegag) Arh) th 7 
. | aa ee, Ct” : 
an 


a ot otepad . 
: rie Sse -9eu4 <I Cite 


ie (ig 


agile jl 


Wate eak en 


‘ i > | 
i toe »)t ejayasC sundae oe 


«. ISOS 


# bie = 
F monet f a9 aeret 


ius 


EBL» 


Table 


14. 


tor 


IB Se 


dpe 


Esk 


Le 


ALORA 


2s 


ae 


2A ie 


PHL 


Pala, © 


PATS 


PT hr 


Description Page 


Responses for Preferred Involvement in 
Decis1OneArecas, it ensecoP ant 258% 4 et <€ * Pas 


Total Percentage Responses in All Categories 
for Current and Preferred Involvement in 
Decision-Making in Intra-Faculty Organization. 149 


Percentage Current and Preferred Responses 
SED ECM PAL TON sea COO Ley mn aa ail ene scl ele 6 fee se PS 7. 


Items for Which a Majority of Responses 
Indicate a Condition of Decisional 
Derr iva CO n" seer er ee ee MO ee ee, Re OS: Be ey ERS 


Items for Which a Majority of Responses 
Indicate a Condition of Decisional 
[oghetitrdenargerie Ses "8 Oe Aes Soe WG Pum yeety eh cay et ere deed nis) 2 


Items for Which More Than 5% of Responses 
Indicate a Condition of Decisional 
SACU ACI Oli. eee ee ee eee, ee ree SS Mee he ee 1S 7 


Total Decisional Condition Percentage Scores 
TOL AUMINLStracors and ist ruccOlcowe +.—6em, « -. 165 


Decisional Condition Percentage Scores for 
Individual Decision Areas for Administrators 
and instructors BE Oe We 28s Se Oe Rt ae RET 


Total Decisional Condition Percentage Scores 
POL Ma esa Nw beni ve Ss fa Bn Pe, 8 ee Bae Be aa 2 


Decisional Condition Percentage Scores for 
Individual Decision Areas for Males and 
Females ° « 7 . ° es e e ° ° e e e e ° e e e ° he! 


Total Decisional Condition Percentage Scores 
for Professors, Associate Professors and 
ASGis canter roles SOr Sa mre ier ae beiis oes re ks © eae 79 


Decisional Condition Percentage Scores for 
Individual Decision Areas for Professors, 
Associate Professors and Assistant Professors. 181 


Total Decisional Condition Percentage Scores 
LOL eLnO Ly Uo CUAL ANC ILL Somes eee ees fe fe oe O6 


Mean Scores of Individual Departments on 
DPSCriMeya CemUunC ere Lee Paiet a1 ta eee eee teary hs, fe LOG 


oie hi bk 


7 ’ 
a 


p omejaut ile. k 


sare ied a ’ 
\ Featasse Salhi 


G3) OSes : 


| 


nee, FO4ie> 
fiaGl bint xe 


Sita 0l ped! ep 
lAc=i/msGah Ts mad 


i. | i > A pat ey ee ee ae i ae 7 
. of lt Cin Segicisant tee gn: 


_ yey Peeve ae ; 
( ; 4 oe aj Fire fe cf Tarek ’ 


Chive: © tet Rea 8 ap, SAM 
we S204 e07rh> 9 (me 7 


Table 


25. 


30: 


Be 


Bier 


33r 


34. 


Boe 


SHE 


She 


Si8i¢ 


oe) 
40. 


41. 


42. 


43. 


44, 


Description 


Mean Scores of Individual Departments on 
Dis Cierra) car UTC 12) ary eee te eee eee ees 


Mean Scores of Individual Departments on 
Derereayegebele WNelecieeweyey Tk ea ow Qeooe st oo aoe nO 


Decisional Condition Percentage Scores for 
Individual Decision Areas for Departments . 


Total Percentage Responses for Current 
Perception of and Preferred Involvement in 
In-Department and Out-Of Department Decision- 
iRSY cul eV PPE or Ss OS SAS ep ate ery my, On ee op eee 


Items on the Preferred Involvement Scale 
Correlated with Discipline Orientation ~~. . 


Total Percentage Membership on Number of 
(Gta) ipa XeleNey ag Aas By A SS a a es Ae 


Selected Group Percentage Responses: 
Committe cegMemoersolil Operas. see es) cee eee uke) oun s 


Overall Attendance at Staff and Committee 
eveh cipetey SA> Si 1G toe ce ts PO e Coron Gy oti mae 


Selected Percentage Responses: Attendance 
shee AuVeyohewi ele Shy HP A a ee et le Ae oe 


Preferred Involvement - Number of 
COMMU CeSERT I Scene ores Beco: Ako oe tie, ee ce 


Total Percentage Responses for Preferred 
Involvement: Number of CommitteeS ..-.- - 


Preferred Involvement - Time at Committees . 
Preferred Type of Committee Involvement... 


Total Percentage Responses: Justification of 
DecisTOnwEnVOLYVCMeN Crane, ane. ture ice a ch sil’, nok osuh« 


Group Percentage Responses: Justification of 


IDYlon ke Yerey IM higonbigeni=te eA a ko a Oe A eee |e 
MOtIVeGSs sLOwrarticipace — sinterviewees 
Responses e se e ° es e e e e e ° e e e e . e e 


Impediments to Participation - Interviewees' 
iMopeporojateters, se Ae IS 5) Ga Go Dy at GG ee 


Xiv 


189 


190 


192 


1916 


299 


208 


210 


215 


216 


20) 


29 


220 


225 


224 


220 


23 2 


Lew 


Fi 


et: 


; - 
COMA s 


IT 


: 


$55 SO Gad 84: ot 
oo! ianfria Sores ian: 
to 44-es n/t felt etal ea * 
[agarnagar: pe ave 
-- © -& , ‘ ‘ ‘Set a% 
4 


7 
cat reas ing Stade 26 296 epeyea 


- 


hy . GA hee ane hpaaai re at 


im it en org Rem 
+ + - =e "8 « ad Ve 3 OF) oe . 


etn «6 2H 30) = Ss mi 6: LS\R As iss 'eag® 
: 523 BL ee La ar hone Ol aa to inner 
ry ee Geer ae ikedler teks Sarat (Te 


~ + Cita Tovas beet hare, 1. ihe (errant 
re ucdsenid Maul chi west nai | 
« * ® LZ ] e a @ * ® > : ’ - 
20 fabeaeel spew ceunlegrh’ ie 
» 0 2b a) ee hes 7 ; 
eqgtattsaiks = a pea Le 
» © » « ol + & oc e < i 7 . ; 


oe. © @ 4 -~ af the I of! Oot 4, “al 


eo Be 


Table 


NS 


46. 


Description Page 


PeComparison Gtesruay. my inaings with Other 
RESCALCHEN TNC Sa mara, Maisie, ae wide Ge ss eae te Bc 290 


A Comparison of Study Findings with 
SOMO ASHEN CPOE AORN es) ove och Rea rete Gace ene 295 


XV 


Figure 


ly 


ee 


oe 


LIST OF FIGURES 


The Relationship Between Beliefs About 
Causation, Outcome Preferences and 
DecusToOnges cCrategvlesmewi i.) ab-ahe ahi. ot ae ee 


Academic Operations - Current and Preferred 
Nei Sey Mere) ley AG Meech ieieneisy ~ Bg A Ge Oo APR 


the basic Onganizationalsstructures tor 
Deecvsaon-Makang sin the Paculty, of Hducation,. 


A Possible Decision-Making Procedure for 
Implementation GbaPolicy Proposalst).).5. 2s. 


The Relationship Between Nature and Type of 
Decisions, Decision Bodies and Decision 
PLOCGAUEeS. sash. Seas > Wes weak cf ae es 


Percentages of Total Response Selection for 
lorVeloy Jbysieh@eweret/ Galseya ay (4 Ao Aes UG) Aes 


Total Percentage Responses Indicating 
Conditions of Decisional Deprivation, 
jefe pe let sicz east) yeh els Svoy bbe ncnnels) Wy Mey Be a 


Percentage Totals of all Current and 
Preferred Responses by Member Variables... 


Percentage Totals of all Current and 
Preferred Responses by Department ..... .- 


Interrelating Factors Determining the Nature 
GiSkoeulty ep ecislon=MakingesceGuccuresmog. . 


Decision Processes ina Faculty: A 
(Osh saree reek lesleth By ow By AM Ce ce hy Oe ea 


Factors Influencing the Perceptual Acuity of 
Respondents ye. cme es ec eo. fare fie eu ce cise. 


Implications of Further Research for Practice 


XVi 


Page 


16 


OF 


Une 2) 


Ngee) 


163 


ee }6: 


268 


er - 


ie ore ; 
ut Memes 


eee ‘nw Jmegzig@ = 


Sey Ve crs. e Sten F.5e «. 2 splice, 


2>T, SS sge {nent ioe Neg Sia get 
mts i ealreaind 19 abies ree wi : a1 aeh~idsecoed a 


102 © teioes F CTLs Ta Peggy 5 eer witteet A A 
, shin vaetew A, ih alakalanteanta seal ee? 


"tb yey Pars adasen SabQsoe iy -onincvepiah mit seta es a <nt ' 
4064 Can tin Pre’ we be i ae pbivtalneh 


“CI S' % : ‘ - F A : ’ = de + . “wreebesats 
oS) eeorhiteles, emmy ess). Liter bo abgermeiitet © 76) | 
Ge) a acrs ; ; . 4) i Wt) ee - 
od SPE lie? Asch 7 syatnesee§ Seep .f 
OSE AE Loe eA Eres | Oe Bee eerie 
£} re ee ee a a te 


be) Jtetiais cil te eky~e! ayataesset) 1 
At = tithe e¥ Sheet a eAiincpebh TT oat. Fy 


hice Sandi, Lot 2g aiatov esigeeeehe <6 
a PRIS cPae) yo St eaHageh ne aae iat 


Suan Bus fg Pac tetaT ww) 24% ieiorgaaes Ot 
wes +. =) Sea dsed i bag tye lees y7toaed in . 


A oes hers \ 5e ame mero’ miteiowS cif 
ars. ~~) ££ wo 2.,%- * Ff Set et stetha tia) 


7 o-\pteoua) Sedsqaries les fUuRMOED ICS wioines EE’, 
ROR + ye ee ne hae 4 + s SSratarcgeed ; 


ee Ob 19 oT; im feat? Ig enettant Laat ay 


CHAR TE Rage. 


THE PROBLEM 


INTRODUCTION 


While there is extensive literature in the field 
of decision-making at the Faculty level in universities, 
most of this has been concerned with the role of faculty 
in the total governance pattern of the institution and the 
relationship this role has to a number of member variables 
such as job satisfaction, job morale, rank and sex, and 
with comparisons of instructors' and administrators' 
perceptions of decision-making processes. 

Very little has been reported in the literature about 
the role and desires of faculty members in intra-faculty 
decision-making processes. 

The literature that does exist relies for its 
emphasis on observation and assertion, and, not 
unexpectedly, presents a wide range of opinion. For 
example, Pfinister (1970) asserts that the instructors 
should have primary responsibility for matters such as 
CUuULLLCULUIN wesUb ectamoatten emetnods Otel nstruction, 
research, faculty status and the student's educational 
process. Arbeiter, (1971:.283) and .others,, however, observe 


that a decreasing organizational commitment among 
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instructors with resultant desires to participatesin«the 
Faculty decision-making process is being replaced by a 
strong individual commitment to personal and disciplinary 
interests. Despite such claims, there has been little 
research support for either. Questions such as the 
following remain a matter of speculation and conjecture: 
Who should make what decisions within a Faculty? Who wants 
to make what decisions? What member variables influence 
desires to be involved or not involved in decision-making? 
What decision-making structures best recognize desires 
and/or needs to be involved or not involved in intra- 
faculty decision-making? 

Dieutraditionalstoutcome or such speculation in 
universities has been the creation of decision-making 
structures which assume, for example, a professional 
orientation by members, an acceptance of the concept of 
col legtali ty aauconmm tiecnemtororganizatbional goals. and a 
desire to participate in deciding these. The basis of 
these assumptions has generally resided in scholarly 
Opinion; in inference drawn from general studies of 
administrative behavior; and in the personal philosophy of 
administration held by the person or persons establishing 
the administrative structure. 

Whether individual instructors actually reflect the 
desired characteristics, attitudes and commitments 
outlined, or are in agreement with the philosophical 


underpinnings, often remains uncertain. 
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This study investigated some of these important 
factors affecting the nature of intra-faculty decision- 


making, utilizing a case study approach. 


General Statement of the Problem 

The vroblem was stated in the following way: 

What are the Current Perceptions of and Preferences for 
participation in decision-making of administrators and 
PNSeructors an the Faculty of Education at the University 
of Alberta? What is the extent of participation in 
decision-making? How are these perceptions and the extent 


of participation related to a number of member variables? 


Specific Questions Investigated 

This study was basically descriptive. Information 
was sought which would yield answers to the following 
questions: 

1 Wictiel Satne snacuibeson sLiewer Ks tung aeulcy, 
decision-making structure as perceived by the 
investigator? 

1.1 To what extent do similarities exist between a 
faculty member's Perceptions of Current involvement in 
decision-making and the possibilities existing for 
involvement? 

2. What perceptions of and expectations for 
participation in the decision-making process by faculty 
do faculty members hold? 


2.1 ToO what extent do similarities exist between 
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faculty desires for participation and their perceptions 
Onmther current extent of @partici1 pation? 

3. What is the relationship of faculty member 
variables to Current and Preferred perceptions of parti- 
cipation in decision-making? More specifically: 

3.1 To what extent do similarities exist between 
Instructor and Administrator perceptions of Current and 
Preferred modes of participation? 

3.2 To what extent do similarities exist among 
Departments within the Faculty regarding faculty members' 
perceptions of Current and Preferred modes of participa- 
tion in decision-making? 

3.3 To what extent do similarities exist between 
Male and Female faculty perceptions of Current and 
Preferred modes of participation? 

3.4 To what extent do similarities exist between 
employment statuses regarding perceptions of Current and 
Preferred modes of participation? 

3.5 What relationship does individual faculty 
members' orientation to their discipline have to their 
Preferred modes of participation? 

3.6 What explanations are presented by respondents 
LOn Justify Cumrvent, referred and actual modes of 
participation in decision-making? 

Ae Whateisethesnaturesorsraculty involvement in 
existing decision-making structures? 


4} Are there differences between ranks in actual 
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partlelpatroOn=andy in desire for participation in dectsion-— 
making? 

ieee Roem heres duttorences between sexes: in actual 
Partivci pa eloneand= In deSime= Ore parti Ci patlron in cdecr1sion— 
making? 

4.3 Are there differences between employment 
Statuses in actual participation and in desire for 
participétion in decision-making? 

5. Are the member variables of rank, status, sex, 
Discipline-Orientation and department those most 


appropriate for accounting for differences of. perception? 


Significance of the Problem 

The study is considered significant for three 
reasons: 

1. It provides research information in an area 
meagrely researched to date. Although there is an 
extensive range of research into the participation of 
the work force in the decision-making process at the 
industrial, elementary, secondary and college education 
level, very little research of this sort at the university 
level has been reported. That which has occurred has been 
Mainly concerned with faculty participation in governance 
of the university as a whole. Although literature in the 
field has been extensive it has generally been statements 
of scholarly opinion presented in essay form rather than 
reports of research. As such, ideas posited and negated 


have ranged over almost all the possibilities in the 
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field. Such iz the paucity of empirical research that 

it has prompted Dykes (1968:vi) to quote Logan Wilson's 
Gost ey ecommentethatweinecier Unated States en tet satime 
for colleges and universities to be "Subjected to the same 
intensive analysis and study which have been brought to 
bear on various forms of business and industrial enter- 
prise.“ That this comment had little impact is evidenced 
by Palola's (1971:590) observation that he was aware of 
only one empirical study on the role of faculty in academic 
decision-making, that of Dykes (1968). A review of the 
literature since 1971 indicates that the situation still 
exists, in both the United States and Canada. 

PEeresearch wn taculty decisional participation is 
rare in university governance it iS even more scarce at 
the intra-faculty level. Some empirical analyses of 
individual faculties have occurred, (e.g., Hind's, 1968, 
study of evaluation and professional roles in_a faculty of 
the University of California, Berkeley) but none of the 
ones reviewed has been concerned with instructor participa- 
ELON Meo eoLslOn-Making, Witnineaetacuiiticy. 

2. Although Jimited to an analysis of a single 
evcunL ay WithiMea talrly warge university this study 
represents a step toward understanding intra-faculty 
behavior and expectations in the field of decision-making, 
and it extends beyond the usual, often contradictory, 


academic rhetoric in =the area. 
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Sha FE ful of the nature of the decision-making 
DPLOCeSSe Wet iit et aCl hiv eetL ne satire tUaGeS=Onetitc 
administrators regarding the process, the expectations, 
desires and perceptions of faculty about Current and 
Preferred modes of involvement in decision-making and 
possible underlying explanations for these may provide 
important information relevant to the stabilization or 
revision ®f present administrative structures and processes 


Withimea faculty. 


Delimt tal lonse0 Pe LneasLudy. 


l. The study was concerned with investigation Of 
the questions indicated above within the Faculty of 
Hducation at the University of Alberta. 

2. The study was delimited to selected decision- 
making areas and did not attempt to cover all possible 
areas of decisional participation. However, an attempt 
was made to include all major decision-making areas. 

3. No attempt was made to study all possible 
faculty member variables and their relationships to 


expectations about decisional participation. 


Major Limitation to the Study 

The study was not planned to present generalizations 
applicable to any population but rather to provide 
insights into the decisional participatory behavior of a 
faculty. Consequently, inferences to other populations 


must be judicious and cautious. 
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Assumptions Underlying ether otudy 


Mriaconductingathis study the following assumptions 
were made: 

Pomel batert was possible! for respondents: to 
differentiate between Current Perceptions of and 
Preferred levels for faculty involvement in specific 
decision-making areas as these apply to administrators 
enggco Instructers: 

2iectThat thesinstrument provided for adequate 
responses to differentiate as inaicated in l. 

3en-Thaterespondents could “perceive distinct 
decision-making levels for eacn of the decision items 
used. 


DEFINITION OF TERMS 


Academie aumearny Pivsmsbudy meters =LOv tie posttron 4 
faculty member holds as either an administrator or an 
mis tructor. 

iS SUC ro mererer Ss cord persciewiO as mployeq a1 the 
University Orimarviy sor the purpose of mroviding class-— 
room 2nstruction- and conducting research: 

Protest rabOr Wreters a Onayperson employed primarily 

for the purpose of co-ordinating or supervising in an 
area of faculty governance. 

Employment Status in this study refers to the profes- 
sional position a faculty member holds within the University. 
In this study three such positions are considered. These 


are Professor, Associate Professor and Assistant Professor. 
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Dbemrecwity nelensetogeniessumson alleinstructors 
and administrators. 

A Decision is defined as a general commitment to a 
eounse Of action. 

Decision-making is the process involved in choosing 
agspecifie commitment, togascourse of action. 

Perceived decision-making is that type of decision- 
Makingethat instructors, or administrators, individually 
or collectively believe is being used. 

Gurrente evels or decision-making 16 thet, level of 
decision-making perceived by individuals as presently 
OCCUrrInNgG ws Ine this, study perceived levels are differen-— 
tiated into several categories after the American 


Association,or University Proressors (19712122). 


1. Determination means that at this level, either 
individually or collectively, instructors have final 
auth O Mat yawatherespects tLompolicy. ~andeaction. 

2 AAUOTRiaaCLMOnamceansmilat. InGkructorseanidlouner 
components’ of the institution, especially the 
administration, together reach formal agreement on policy 
andeacthionk. 

Ba a consul tablOnerereremtonantormalaprocedure 
providing a means for instructors to present their 
judgement in the form of a recommendation. 

A. Discussioni means’ there is) only an anformal 
expression of opinion from instructors. 


Bal iiNone! means therel as no; instructor participation. 
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Tn "addition *to they AAUP 19712122)" categorization 
levels of involvement were defined as Formal or Informal. 

6. Formal Involvement includes as one category the 
fevel Seotepeterminatvon. woOlmt: Acton and Consultation. 
Matis; the level of faculey involvement as formally 
recognized in the organization's decision-making structure. 

7.  #%Informal Involvement includes the levels of 
Discussvon ands None. (ihat is, no) hormal recognition is 
made of the faculty's role in decision-making processes. 

Preferred decision-making is that type of decision- 
making that instructors or administrators believe should 
be used. In this study levels of Preferred decision- 
making are separated into the same categories as for 
Current levels of decision-making. 

Decisional participation means the act of actively 
participating in decision-making. 

Decisional saturation as defined by Belasco and 
Alito uwl 3) sis. that decisional, condition an which 
participants are currently participating at a greater level 
than they desire. 

Decisional deprivation, also after Belasco and Alutto 
(LOS nes ethatwdecisionalacondd tion wheresCcurrent partici= 
pation is less than Preferred. 

Decisional equilibrium, also after Belasco and Allutto 
GUO dowels chat Gcecisilona lw qoncit on where lcurnent partbici— 
pation is the same as Preferred. 


Rationality in decision-making refers to a decision- 
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making state in which all resources are appropriate, all 
ACtIN tiasLopaunct Onalem andm@ta MeAGELon 1s Imelevant to an 


optimum decision outcome. 


ORGANIZATION OF THESIS CHAPTERS 


In this chapter the problem studied was introduced 
and its Significance considered. The underlying 
assumptions Of the Study, its major limitation and 
delimitations were outlined. Terms used frequently 
throughout the thesis were also defined. 

In Chapter 2 the existing literature and research in 
the area of participation in decision-making, particularly 
as relevant to this study, is reviewed. The research 
design is described and the methodology used in data 
analysis iS explained and justified in Chapter 3. [In 
Chapter 4 the existing Faculty decision-making structure, 
as perceived by the investigator, is described. The 
research results are reported in Chapters 5 through 8 
inclusive. The general perception of and preferences for 
Dalticipationein decision-making held by Laculty are 
discussed in Chapter 5. The relationship of member 
variables to perceptions of and preferences for participa- 
tion in decision-making is considered in Chapter 6. In 
Chapter 7 the nature of faculty involvement in existing 
decision-making structures is reported. Also discussed 


are the explanations made by respondents to justify their 
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present levels of involvement. Chapter 8 is a summary 
of the conclusions drawn from the results previously 
presented = .Pinally in Ghapter) 2. the iitihe ik Woks yeblve iets) eke 
the research results for further research, for theory 


development and for practice are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 2 


CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND REVIEW 


OPS THE e iL DERATURE 


INTRODUCTION 


In Chapter 1 several study questions were posed 
about which there exists little research based knowledge. 
There does exist, however, a wide variety of information 
in the general area of participation in decision-making. 
Mochi of chase telersm lOnInclcl ive tOpsChOOLSyuitOsconmunity 
colleges and to universities as compared to individual 
faculties of a university. As this investigation was a 
case study of,a specific faculty this already existing 
information is relevant in that it provided a framework 
for the study within which to: 

1. Recognize the need for the particular study. 

2. Develop the study questions identified in 
Chapter 1. 

3. Prepare the information gathering techniques 
used in the study. 

4. Analyse the information provided by the study. 

Se» Interpretathesdata ingtermms of the relevance 
for theory development, for the direction of further 
research, and for future practice in decision-making. 
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the pertinent information, existing in the area of 
general organization theory, and in the specific areas 
Of CectiotOna lepatti ci partons tieschooOLs, COmmunt Ly 
colleges, and universities is summarized, therefore, in 
Chisechapler.. 80 particulan, thie Lollowing are 
emphasized: 

1. What is the nature of decision-making? 

2. What models exist for decision-making structures 
in universities? 

3.. What does the literature report about 
paxticipation ini decision-making ‘generally, in schools, 
in community colleges and in universities? 

In Chapter 9 these questions are reconsidered in 
terms of the implications of this study for decision-making 


at the faculty level. 


THE NATURE OF DECISION-MAKING 


The process and style of decision-making is crucial 
COvany OLGallZzacLon.. As lane culal.. (1960/2120) point, OuL: 
-os) PYOW One Viewpoint “Organization “1s) a=program 
of decisions made recurrently and concurrently at 
all levels and within the confines of past decisions. 


Such a stance is supported by many writers. Simon (1964:1) 


novces, that: 


The task of "deciding" pervades the entire 
administrative organization quite as much as does 
themcaskwol doing. indeed toe seanteqra lly sc1ed 
up with the latter. 
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Hall (1972:262) supports this with his statement that 
"... almost every position in an organization involves some 
decision-making" and that there are "strategic decisions 
thatwaheectetiesratesors:nesenterpri ce | 

In an organization decision-making tends to be 
self=conscious, deliberate, 7and tational (Simon, 1964:4). 
How strongly any given organization reflects these 
characteristics in its decision-making processes inay be 
a matter of debate. However, that they strive for these 
eharackeristics mn decision-making 1Ssitairly certain. 

Griffiths (1958:132) claims that the decision-making 
process is very similar to the problem solving cycle. He 
defines a six step decision-making procedure which 
assumes the existence of a problem requiring a solution. 

1. Recognize, define, and limit the problem. 

2. Analyse and evaluate the problem. 

3. Estabiish Wer1tervaror standards by) which ta 

solution will be evaluated or judged as 
acceptable and adequate to the need. 


4. Collect data. 
5. Formulate and select the preferred solution or 


solutions. 

6. Put into effect the preferred solution. 

This analysis of the nature of decision-making is 
deceptively simple. Included in any thorough analysis must 
be a consideration of: 

Le §the varying abili tiestoteadministratons |§to 
identify the need for a decision. 


ZeeelncerelativitysOteardecicion. 9 AS) Simon (1964.6) 
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16 
v..)all decision issa matter of Compromise. The 
alternative that is finally selected never permits 
a complete or perfect achievement of objectives, but 
is merely the best solution that is available under 
the circumstances. 

3. The hierarchical and sequential nature of 
decision-making and decision outcomes, i.e., any decision 
influences the nature of other decisions to be taken. 

4. The relationship in the decision-making process 
between the beliefs held by decision-makers about 
causation, and their preferences about possible outcomes 
Gfsdecisions. Thompson (1267:134) claims that the 
relationship influences the strategies used in making a 


decision. This is illustrated in its pure form in 


Figure l. 


Figure 1: The Relationship Between Beliefs About 
Causation, Outcome Preferences and Decision 


Strategies 
Preferences about Possible 
Outcomes 


Computation in|Bargaining in 
Bune aucnaric Representative 


Agreement 


Beliefs Structure Stuucture 
about 
Causation Majority ieteysRiaskenke al 


as Judgement in vr 
nla etee hate aah Collegial "Anomic 
Structure Structure" 


Lane et al. (1967: 134) identify five types of 


commitment which influence decision-making: internal 
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traditions; commitments to external agencies; external 
pressures; past decisions; and existing personnel 
relaclons malcom cetnemlactmormtnese ein ea. exi sting 
personnel relations which appears most relevant to this 
thesis, emphasizing as it does, personnel expectations of 
and preferences for involvement in decision-making. 

Finally, simon (1964:3-9) claims’ that one important 
organizational function is to segregate elements in the 
decisions of members and to establish procedures for the 
selection, determination and communication of these 
elements. 

The organization, then, takes from the individual 

some of his decisional autonomy, and substitutes 

for it an organization decision-making process. 

The decisions which the organization makes for the 

HndtVidua lord nariives ())meSoGGhl Veni Ss func iLoOn 1... 

(2)jmallocate autnorityas. (3) ssetsochner simits to 

his choice as are needed to co-ordinate the 

activities of several individuals in the 
organization. 

If Simon is accurate in his analysis some of the 
most important problems an administrator must face in 
establishing a structure for decision-making are, 
therefore, embodied in the questions: 

1. How much autonomy should be taken from the 
individual? 

2. How much decision-making power should be 
invested in organization decision-making processes 
compared to individual processes? 


3. How much decision-making power does the 


individual want? 
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4. How much decision-making is the individual 
capable (for many reasons) of handling? 

In other words: 

5. What control should the individual have over 
specifying the nature and scope of his duties, determining 
his power sto make decisions, end setting, Limits to his 
CO-Orditacing, aCcLvi ties 

Thissstudy attempted to respond to this question, 
especially in relation to organization at a university 


faculty level. 


MODELS FOR DECISION-MAKING STRUCTURES 


IN UNIVERSITIES 


Several models for decision-making in university 
organizations have been proposed which represent responses 
to the types of questions posed above. Their 
appropriateness at the faculty level, as indicated by 
the study, is discussed in Chapter 9. 

At least four models can be identified. These are 
the bureaucratic model, the eolledialsmodel, sthe mixed 


mode lwandethe. politica lamodel. 


The Bureaucratic Model 
Baldridge (1971:3) identifies several bureaucratic 
or formally structured elements in the university, 


which partly determine the nature of the decision-making 
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structure. The existence of these elements justifies the 
use of the model in describing university decision-making 
processes. Briefly, the features identified include: 


Dy Thesuniversityersceancomplex organization 
Chartered yby thesstaces...ewlthn public 
responsibilities. 

2. The university has a formal hierarchy, with 
offices and a set of bylaws that specify the 
relations between those offices. Professors, 
INSErUCEOrS, “and =researeh assistants are sbureaucratic 
officers in the same sense as deans, chancellors 
and presidents. 

3. there are formal channels of communication ... 
4. ~There™are "delinite bureaucratre authority 
Lelavionsea.. hethe University the authori cy 
relations are often blurred, ambiguous and shifting, 
but no-one would deny that they exist. 

5. There are formal policies and rules that govern 
MuCcheoOL. Ehe AanstaLucizonys WOLK sl... 

6. The bureaucratic elements are most vividly 
apparent to students in the "people-processing" 
aspects; 


Not unexpectedly, therefore, those using the 
bureaucratic model to describe and explain decision- 
making processes emphasize the rational, formal, 
hierarchical aspects. In this model the decision-making 
power vested in the individual is dependent upon the 
office he holds and levels of decision-making formally 


assigned to that. office. 


Lhe collegial Modes. 


Three terms appear basic to any description of 
this model: 

T. =the rcommunityeor Scholars concepu is) integral 
to the model, with decisions not the outcome of a 


bureaucratic decision-making structure, but of "round- 
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table" management in which all members of the academic 
community participate fully. 


2. All decisions are reached and co-ordinated 


through the dynamism of consensus. 
See Le Cini Cd a COMpetciCeym ce. stoma ltty tO 


perform required tasks replaces the bureaucratic official 
competence. In other words, competency is derived from 
Ofhrce 

In this model the emphasis, therefore, is ona 
community of scholars, a company of equals emphasizing 
professional freedom, democratic consultation, consensus, 
and personal attention to people, ideas and education. 
The model rejects status and authority hierarchies. The 
decision-making power of the individual is dependent 
Upon SseploLess1ona l Scompetencesinvarypanticular decision 


area. 


The Mixed Model 

Demerath (1967:22-3) claims that neither the 
bureaucratic nor the collegial model alone, explains the 
decision structures within a university or faculty. 
Rather, bureaucratic and collegial elements are mixed in 
the structure of the organization. Although the lines of 
demarcation of the different elements may sometimes be 
blurred, generally the two aspects can be clearly 
identified. The bureaucratic elements, Demerath (1967:22) 


claims, are "... usually confined to the service 
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21 
deparimentswey Lhercolleqval structure: is) juxtaposed’ upon 
the bureaucratic, and"... can be best seen in terms of 
its personnel, the faculty, who are 'key operatives' 
in the university". Under this model of management, 
and by implication, decision-making, neither faculty nor 
bureaucrats alone manage the university or faculty. 

The decision-making power of the individual is 
dependent upon those elements of collegial and/or 
DULreauUCEain Cactructunosodiceating | nes appEOaCchmclcowa 


particular decision area. 


The Political Model 
Whereas the previously mentioned models emphasized 
eheeesteol  SomoneporesthUCcuurles , [Or decision-making, ihe 
politicalemodel emphasizes the dynamic processes OF the 
decision-making act. Baldridge (1971:8-9) identifies 
the university as a complex, fragmented structure of 
miniature sub-cultures all with divergent life styles and 
concerns, all articulating their interests in different 
ways, all using pressure, power and force to influence 
decision outcomes. 
Once articulated, power and influence go through a 
complex process until policies are shaped, reshaped 
and forged from the competing claims of multiple 
GLOUDS eek Lelio irsSeasdyuamL cep LrOCeS a, ja process 
clearly indicating that the university is best 
understood las tas upoliticized  sinstitution (Baldridge, 
RU SRG Me sie Be, 
Thus Baldridge (1971:10) sees the decision-making 


process as one in which: 
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econ Co Ts nacre 

2. Many power blocs and interest groups try to 
influence policy in accordance with their values and 
goals. 

Be Political Glive-sooOvert most cectsionc. 

4, Decisions are negotiated compromises rather 
than bureaucratic orders. 

5. External interest groups have considerable power. 

6. There is a democratic tendency in decision- 
making. 

Decision-making is a negotiating, bargaining and 
POrrerca a We lvencespLOCes=s: Wit il ttl em bega rug Lo 
traagllional bureaucratic or collegial activities. ~iIn 
this model the decision-making power of the individual 
is dependent upon his membership in successful interest 


groups, power blocs or governing élites. 


THE LITERATURE ON PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-MAKING 


Several models for studying decision-making have 
been presented, each with different implications for the 
role of individual organization members, and for his 
decision-making power. It is relevant at this point to 
ask the question: What does the available literature and 
research Say about participation in organizational 
decision-making, and, more specifically, about intra- 


faculty waLlcicitpation dn tacultcy Ceci c1On Making ¢ 
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From a review of the literature several distinct 
themeswemerge;) eachi with: implications: tors intra-faculty 


decisional pareici pation: 


OUTCOMES FROM GENERAL ORGANIZATION THEORY 


Faculty Participation IneDeCCESTON-Making as a Value 


Orientation 

For the educational institutions in Western nations, 
the concept of democracy in management is relevant to the 
proposed study, especially the implications this has for 
shared or representative decision-making, shared 
responsibility, commitment to the welfare of others, and 
eccountability. McKenna (1961:303) comments that: 

Democratic leadership in the administration of 

higher education is more talked about than attained. 

Textbooks and articles which are concerned with the 

topic are dominated by the idea that the 

authoritarian hierarchy which has characterized 

the institution of higher learning should be 

superseded by the shared deliberations of the 

democratic process. Theoretically few administrators 
would not give verbal assent to this recommendation. 

In practice, however, the patterns of authority, 

decision-making, and responsibility make it difficult 

for the administrator to put his idealism into 
practice. 

Nevertneless . the contvinuen thrust OL the democratic 
process" is a causal factor in the demand for instructor 
participation in decision-making. It is reflected in 
Presthus —(1965:20=-24) "expectation that faculties be self— 
Goverming s Greqq se (L957. 27.0)e:ca lias lOmeansOpportcunicy 


for everyone concerned to voice his beliefs in policy 
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questions, and in Lombardi's (1966:9-16) claim that 
INnstructor—admMminivstratom relations are an extension OL 
society"s general concern for individual maintenance of 


identity in ever increasing group size. 


Psychological and Sociological Justifications 
Barrett (1969:18-46) provides a relevant theoretical 


Hust ELT Catton, fOr 1NStructorspartiGipation ins deci si1on— 
making, drawing upon a selection of general rationales 
PrOMea ValLveryeOr existing psychological and sociological 
theories. Freud's (1949:19) theory of ego involvement, 
expecially the concept of the ego working to bring about 
modifications of the external world to its own advantage; 
Vroom's (1964) concept of people deriving satisfaction 
from successful task performance regardless of extrinsic 
rewards; Maslow's (1943) hierarchy of needs especially as 
POeCnerEtecaebyerorter  (196L)% Aroyrics (1972) and Others. as 
more likely to be satisfied in management/administrative 
positions emphasizing decision-making; and Homans' (1961) 
"exchange" theory are all relevant in justifying the 
existence of instructor participation in decision-making. 

Barrett (1969:18-46) sums the influence of each of 
the above in totality in a series of points. 

1. A human organism has a series of physiological 
and psychological needs which he will strive to satisfy. 

2. A degree of need satisfaction can be derived by 


involvement or participation in the decision-making 
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process. 

3. A human's needs are organized in a hierarchy. 
The needs of security, love and esteem and self- 
actualization and their satisfaction are related to 
involvement in decision-making. 

4. A human is involved in interpersonal relations. 
The more rewarding the relationships, the more involved 
the human becomes. The more involved, the more rewarding 


the interpersonal experience. 


Cantrrbutions 2rom Research i171 industry 
Ash Belasco and, Aluctco (19 73729) “indreate’, “a 


persistent theme in the decisional participation 
literature has been the desirability of organizational 
outcomes associated with increased participation, 
especially in the reports of researchers in industry. 
Wilensky (1964), investigating worker satisfaction by 
ascertaining what work people would select if they could 
start over again, found that choices were influenced, 
among other things, by the degree of autonomy, control 
and use of abilities permitted by the present occupation. 
Alsowin non—educational institutions Gey (1966) “and 
Melly ,~trenchmand Scott. (19 /l)ehavewmiiustrated=that 
authoritarian leadership (and thus by definition lack of 
worker participation in decision-making) was a major 
PASTOR Causing Ss a0OLMLULHOVeEy ye LOW, Goal Congr UenCe, 


feelings of inequity, dependence and submissiveness. The 
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conclusions of Hackman and Lawler (1971) support the idea 
of personal responsibility for decisions and autonomy of 
behavior improving work quality. Similar beliefs are 
arsOmrerlectedn in DOC Walton. sam. 972)esand. Volvo Ss) (1972) 
redesign of factory units. 

Patchen's (1970) TVA professional employees 
research, Blau and Scott's (1962) employment counselor 
investigation and Tannenbaum's (1968) demonstration of 
the relationship between the legitimacy of administrative 
decision-making and system member involvement also 
contribute to a knowledge of the importance of decisional 
Daur clparlon. 

As Belasco and Alutto (1973:29-30) indicate, 
however, at least implicit in many of these authors' 
claims is the assumption that there exists a positive 
linear relationship between increased participation and 
willingness to change, interpersonal trust, productivity, 
JODeSalisraction,. and administrative (COnLrOl sal.ce, 
decisional participation is a phenomenon that can be 
measured on a single continuum from nil to maximum 
participations s clearly paLticipallOnein.decisl1on=-making 
is far more complex than this. Among the possible 
perspectives from which it can be considered are its 
form, its outcomes, its legitimacy, discrepancies between 
perceived and desired roles in participation, and the 


decisional condition (1i.e., whether a person feels 
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Over involved, not involved enough, or satisfied with 
present involvement) of participants. Research relating 
to some of these as reflected in educational institutions 


is referred to at a later point in the review. 


Contributions from Human Resources Theory 

The human resources school of thought also provides 
support for the idea of involving members in decision- 
making processes. The basic assumptions underlying tnis 
school are that all organizational members represent 
virtually untapped resources; that they are all capable 
of responsible, self-directed and ante caaieenned behavior; 
that superiors are obligated to encourage ideas and 
suggestions from subordinates; and that self-direction 
and control should be continually broadened as members' 
experience and ability grow. 

Miles (1965:151) provides a summary model of the 
human resources approach to participative leadership. 
Briefly, the features of the model relevant to this 


topic anclude: 


Le AttLtudes  lOward Feaple 
(1)) As well as ‘belonging, being liked and 


respected people desire to contribute, 
create and achieve. 

(li )eThesmajoraty Of “the: work force 1s capable 
of exercising initiative, responsibility 
and! Créeativicy.. 

Awe Ki n@earid AMOUNTS OL Nba rtied patton 
(i) Create an environment in which full 
potential of subordinates will be tapped. 

(ii) Subordinates should participate not only 
in Sroutane@matters) ebutein kimporntant 
decisions as well. 
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(iii) There should be continual expansion of 
the areas over which subordinates exercise 
self-direction and self-control. 


ace Expected Outcomes 


(1) Improvement of quality of decision-making 
ands perftornance: 

(ii) Subordinates will exercise responsible 
self-direction and control in establishing 
objectives they helped establish. 

(iii) Subordinate satisfaction will improve. 
Adapted™ from Milles (19657151) 

DMeweriti Calipoint= ofthe Maves snodel Ms that’ the 
creative contributions which subordinates make to decision- 
making) Adirectionvand: Controly@directly amprove 
Onrdani zational output. 

Similar types of conclusions about the efficacy of 
participation in decision-making can be drawn from 
Herzberg's (1960) motivation-hygiene theory and McGregor's 
(1960) Theory Y management. 

Herzberg (1960) discovered that factors accounting 
fom Jobe satistaction andidissatistraction cannot be plotted 
Onva, CONCeptUal SoOntcinuums sRather,, Ewo clearly 
identifiable and separate levels of needs are apparent. 
"Hygiene" needs include salary, status, security and 
working conditions. If these low order needs are not met 
dissatiseaction OCCUrS = “MOLIVvation sanecds locus on the 
nature of work offering psychological growth opportunities 
for achievement, recognition and responsibility. 
"Motivation" will only improve when the individual has 
the opportunity to influence factors affecting his work. 


Among these factors will be the opportunity to share 


in relevant decision-making. 
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McGregor's (1960) eo Yerepresentseayreaction to 
what he regards as outmoded assumptions about the nature 
OfeManveyvi Zee hewiselazyemdocsmenOteWwants tO .work, is 
unwilling to take responsibility, and responds only to 
external motivations such as money and good physical 
working conditions. In Theory Y management procedures, the 
assumption is made that man is internally motivated, wants 
to do interesting work, and will practise self-control 
eandvselfo-direction if committed to the organization's 


objectives. 


Powe mndsecConercol 

Kell veonogkonmedgidoy 2s hl l2)anoteythatethesconcepts 
of functional power and control are interwoven with the 
human resources model of organization, in explaining the 
placerof*worker participation insedecision-makang in 
organizations. From the human resources perspective the 
traditional zero-sum concept of power and control in 
Managementeishreplaced) by! the beliefo thats controd) is 
additive and expanding. By involving people in creating 
tHebo Own Concrolsethies totaleancunti ols control and power 
is increased. The power of knowledge supersedes 
position power, with decision-makers being those with the 
required expertise. To utilize the resources of personal 
Opinilonwand wndivaidiallacheativatyranceskid Ijkpantacipation 
in deciding organizational objectives is encouraged. 


AsekKellyeands Konrad: (1972242) 6 point.out: 
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Outcomes of such participation are cited as: 
decreased alienation, improved decision-making, 
increased involvement and commitment to an 
organization, a growing sense of member control 

Over bureaucracy, improved organizational adaptation 
to societal change, as well as an enhanced 
Oppomuunityetor individual) psychological growth 
within an organization. 


SCHOLARLY OPINION REGARDING INSTRUCTOR PARTICIPATION 


IN DECISION-MAKING 


Although the role of instructors in decision-making 
is a topic of perennial debate, much of what is written 
is no more than opinion, expressed in essay form, and 
based on conclusions drawn from personal observation in 
particular institutions. As is to be expected, the 
Opinions which will be cited below range from strong 
Support kori the dea iotwrnstructom spartiacapation vin 
decision-making to equally strong negative reaction. 
Liemcontradvetonwmeature Ofsmuchwof. thas opinion 
illustrates the inadvisability of accepting any single 
statement as an accurate perception of the value, or lack 
OD Vriasicty instructor tarticy pation Mnsidecrs10on—making. 
Nevertheless, a review of the beliefs expressed does 
DEOVICewany Ind tcatlonsOEMt he tparameters yorethesproblem 
and importance of participation in decision-making. In 
this review much of the material refers to the more 
general area of faculty participation in academic 


governance, and to the administration of the university 
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IngctOolcalaty. pel nethesgabsencetoltmpartacuiar) references; 
and evidence to the contrary, the assumption is made 
that much that is written is equally applicable within 
specific faculties. 

Many writers are concerned with pressing developments 
occurring within universities, affecting existing 
organizational structures, and deriving from a variety 
OPESOULCeES  HStUdent, academicyand Structural. from 
these concerns emerge a number of implications for 


decision-making models in universities. 


bncreasing Complexity sol«Universities 


Wharton (1971) notes that increasing complexity 
of university structure can be linked with a growing 
climate of distrust to explain the development of more 
formal, complex and inflexible decision-making processes. 
Universities a decade ago, he claims, were relatively 
homogeneous and unified. Today they are institutions 
WIth aneincreased -potentialslocecontlick. gelhisscontlict 
is much more open to public view and has led, according 
LoOsW Danton, BtOmampl LEcucOnvic elon ithe simterndledisorder, 
in universities is so great that decision-making has 
GrounGetOwa halite. «has Conviction tis estrengthened by 
thesactionsoOfeintesestagnoups (ehatetaileto gain jehein 
way within institutions appealing to external agencies 
for support. Whether public perception is accurate or 
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Be 
lead to cies interference in university life, especially 
via the medium of the budget. 

A form of governance needs to be established, 
Wharton continues, which encourages compromise, 
co-operation, establishment of priorities and common stances 
On common decisions and protection of the integrity of the 
decision-making process and those making decisions 
(Wharton, 19/7: 242)", ‘This to more likely to occur when 
all those affected by decisions are involved in the making 


of the decision. 


FacwultyeDiscontent andpmi li tancy. 
Golatz (1973:4), Schulman and Makken (1973:38-9), 


and Mayhew (1969) all account for college faculty 
discontent and militancy in terms of a professional 
LOeCniELey crisia 9. [The realization by, instructors, that 
administrators have increased greatly in numbers and are 
exercising control over their professional lives, combined 
with the professional status aspirations of instructors 
has resulted and is resulting in collective action/ 
Dangadmingy Die iproLessorsinsGol atz «(L973 :45/—8) proposes 
three hypotheses regarding influential factors causing the 
movement of instructors toward collective bargaining. 
Inherent in these hypotheses is sufficient justification 
for greater involvement of instructors in decision- 
making. 


le teacher militancy 1s most likely to lead) to 
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concerted action and collective bargaining where a 
faculty oriented to their profession inhabits an 
organization emphasizing bureaucratic structures. 

Jue teacher Mid 1 tancyas semones Likelvetoglead to 
concerted, action shorts of gancollectiave, bargaining, outcome, 
where a professionally oriented faculty inhabits a 
professionally oriented organization, or where a faculty 
oriented to the organizationsinhabits an organization 
Oriented to the profession. 

Bem Leacheremil itanGvea lcm cast. likelvitoslecadsto 
concerted action and a collective bargaining outcome where 
a faculty oriented to the organization inhabits a 
bureaucratically oriented organization. 

AS Golatz (1973). linstrates, the BormieOteinstructor 
participation in decision-making is related to staff 
orientation and to the existing organizational climate. 

Stroup (1966:Ch. 4) suggests that universities 
reflect many aspects of Weber's paradigm of bureaucracy, 
e.g., they are chartered by the state, and have a formal 
hierarchy; formal channels of communication; bureaucratic 
authority relations and formal policies and regulations. 
Golatz's comments take on real significance in this 
context, emphasizing the importance of establishing 
decision-making procedures in which instructors are 
INnVOLVedm Liens tlLuctorediscom lent angel banc yeas o.cO 


be avoided. 
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Cobleqralrny 

This much discussed approach to administration in 
universities has been emphasized by many writers 
(Gnd COodmnan, 91962 eMail Ob 2) and Parsons, 1947)), 
It emphasizes technical competence in decision-making 
whereby authority derives from expertise rather than 
pOsStTevon Chek acminictrattvonmor vatialts im round-table 
discussions by communities of schelars; personal 
interaction between members; and dynamic consensus in 
reaching decisions. This method of decision-making is 
claimed to overcome the impersonality and meaninglessness 
of administration in large universities. 

The assumptions underlying collegiality are 
invalid for some, however, despite the considerable 
supporting rhetorical literature. Dykes (1968:40) 
Cloimcmlhabemauywacadchticos, lieamakingna pleas One 
return to collegial government, are measuring "their 
role in decision-making today against a romanticized 
DeELrcepreloneor ither pase. | As Baldridge — (197126) 
writes, the call for the community of scholars 
approach emphasizing the professional's ability to make 
his own decisions free from organizational constraints 
can onlyremain aS a utopian Objective. Furthermore, 
it is an objective based on the questionable assumption 
that decisions are arrived at through discussion 
consensus. Baldridge (1971:7-8) denies this, pointing 


out that any decision=making process in’ a’ university 
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must grapple with power plays, conflict and rough and 
tumbleppolitics.  increasingmsize Ofeinstitutions funcher 


increasess the complexitys ofethis, process. 


Changing Faculty Values and Loyalties 


Arbeiter (1971) “and Clark (1960) note changing 
instructor values and loyalties as placing new strains on 
administrative processes in universities. Most notable 
in this change has been a renewed devotion to one's 
academic discipline, and consequent weakening of 
instructor dedication to university affairs. Arbeiter 
(1971:283) suggests that campuses have now become 
temporary havens for itinerant scholars who are more 
concerned with issues associated with their own scholarly 
field. Dykes (1968:v) makes a similar observation that 
many academics prefer not be become involved in affairs 
of governance, concentrating rather on research contracts 
and consultantships. Parsons (1971:489), in commenting 
on what he perceives as the loose social organization of 
a university, draws a similar conclusion. 

The most important things a typical individual 

member does, do not concern the interests of the 

onganization-~as-auwholeyin;any very direct sense. 

They concern his teaching relations with a small 

minority of the total student body, the pursuit 

of his own research interests, which are inevitably 

in only one of the many fields of knowledge 

involved in the university, and his active 
coOlvaboratronawith absmalincinchesotscol leagues: 

Even the department, at the faculty level, tends to 

be a highly decentralized body, members of which 

act corporately only in a very limited sector of 


their functions, especially those having to do witn 
two matters, namely, their responsibility for a 
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36 
teaching program and the all-important process of 
recruitment of new members. Except in crisis 
Situations, even all faculty matters, to say nothing 
of all university matters, are relatively marginal 
and secondary to the primary professional interests 
of members (Parsons, 1971:489). 

Mayhew (1971:497), in an assessment of a paper 
DEeSeNntcdnDy, ParcOons (1971), wille in Opposition to the 
conclusions Parsons draws from his observations, makes 
essentially the same analysis Of individual instructors' 
loyalties and values when he comments that: 

As to the loyalties of academic man, they seem 

generally as venal as those of other humanity. tet 

the federal government provide the resources for a 

professor to do as he wishes and loyalties go there. 

; SO important to academic man is the time to 

elaborate childhood patterns of play that he 

willingly accepts lower compensation and will give 
his loyalty to whatever bureaucratic agency will 
help him gain more time. 

The difference between Parsons and Mayhew exists in 
the way they interpret what this means for administration. 
For Parsons, it seems to justify the existence of 
"collegial associationalism." For Mayhew it explains 


why faculty need to become more sensitive to and involved 


in decision-making processes aimed at serving public needs. 


COMEUICO IOs SocepblOnomol. BVeiuS 
Pfinister (1970) suggests many of the problems of 


academic governance lie not so much in the actual decision- 
making processes, as in the predisposition of the members 
of academe to interpret the same events quite differently. 


Although many tend to blame communication for governance 
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ClitveoulelecePlinistema mogoe4e ly claimsathat people 
hear each other quite well. However, they have different 
interpretations of what is seen and heard. 

J aesocullLeyecnd. adMimmel_rat On Maye Vecons tic 

same premises, but more often than not they 

Operate on rather different premises. 

This results very often in different perceptions 
of the same events. In these circumstances the concept 
of a collegium by which issues "are resolved in the 
COULSCROUsDOMUCe COnvVersal tous (\Prinieter,.) 19707432) 1s 
inappropriate to management in universities. Universities, 


it is claimed, require some form of efficient management 


Lune CrOMseWNLCimSt lt Lede lOWS. LOL eins LUC TOM part. Ci patton. 


RacuLevecaoanl peclesetOmo ld eal Nelec sl On=Making 
Prinysvery (97 0-423) also argues that staculties 
in general are not capable of decisive action in decision- 
Mall NGwepOLIE ENGR COs tied Rinabiviltey tCO,Ccome EO a 
decision, eouLLLnetreabl li tyeto (debatem ea rOmthe nth 
deqree! (19702433)... Hevclaims that: 
The open minded tentativeness characteristic of 
good scholarly investigation many tCimes Comes 
THtOmCOnt li Ctywilen oemecesscityerOouresol Ve, sDOWeVeL 
imperfectly, immediate issues. 
Barzun (lI6e7lZe-9)believes wthab the very nature 
of the decision-making process in a university, and 
especially the continual need for immediate decisions, is 
ancLLicuiCauwsLO ne NalubersoOl etne Laclliy member. 
Scholars as committeemen are likely to become 


impatient with the niggling routines, as well as 
impatient with their colleagues; while on larger 
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questions both the committee and the large council are 


nampered by the very virtues of scholarly men. A 
scholar wants all the evidence before he reaches a 
conclusion; he is#not sto be hurried into a snap 
AUG SMO E 1. sede WemaCW Lt eo mOupeWwi ble want ea 


semester to decideswieateuas: to be; done next Thursday. 


- @ COMplicated minds sare sustiawhat a faculty must 
CONSUSt Ol mand 1 tan smnoma Tse neal: ato. cnem. to 
acknowledge that they are handicapped in transacting 
business. 

Parsons 9(197 b: 494) weclaimsmtonate tie. nalLure’ o1 
faculties also impedes effective ee eee He 
feels that faculties are too divided and decentralized 
bystie mature Ofetheir own functions to, take a major 
collective responsibility for faculty affairs. Mayhew 
(1971:498) concurs, noting that those few who have 
attempted action to protect their own affairs within 
universities have failed miserably, mainly as a result 
Gietiheireinabriity co muster auwunited supporting force. 

Mash (1972:288-90) writes in the same vein, arguing 
that increased sharing in governance has led to a 
decline in) its effectiveness. Mash (1972) makes several 
claims about faculty impotence in governance. 

PewePOsteiOns Ob Mnsticurtonal cecil Sston-Making ate 
being torcedsUpOn Instructors Wille little understanding 
outside their own discipline. Sometimes there is little 
interest in governance either. 

2. Instructors become overburdened with heavy 
committee responsibilities, reducing their effectiveness 
in both teaching and committee work. 
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communicate these. 

4. Instructors rarely seek or use input from those 
they are supposed to represent in meetings, indulging 
InNSsteads  Netheirs ownl persemeal. brainstorming: 

5. Vested interests are usually more represented 
within committees. 

Ghee Assman resultvof wWhewabove points: Annovation, is 
rarely possible. 

Mash suggests that the solution is not instructor 
participation mn decision-making, out strong 
administrators who are decision-makers, who consider all 
Significant input, and after decisions are made communicate 
the rationale for these. Administrators must be 
accountable for every decisions This is very similar to 


Schimmel 's (1972)—‘*conditional decision-making" approach. 


RESEARCH ON DECISION-MAKING IN EDUCATIONAL 


INSTITUTIONS 


If a level of comparability between universities and 
other educational institutions is recognized then some 


hesearcheresults significant to ethis gstudy can wbe outlined. 


Pacecrerpatlon i nWeci s1OneMakiIngeabeLne Elementary vand 
eecondary, ochnool Level 


A considerable body of research exists, which, while 


not specifically designed to investigate universities, has 
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analysed the nature of participation in decision-making 
at the elementary and secondary school level. Research 
relevant stostne ctopresinemides=that of Mackay, Gosine, 
Sharma, =ormmpkinsrand=frresen = Masse, Corriveau, and 
Belasco and Alutto. 

MacKay (1964) examined the relationship between 
Organizational structure and teacher performance as 
measured by pupil achievement. Two findings are 
Significant for this research. Where decision-making was 
centralized teacher satisfaction with the school was 
Significantly lower. As a corollary, pupil achievement 
also tended to be lower. Similarly one of Gosine's 
(1970) “findings andicated that, thessalistaction of 
teachers in low bureaucratic schools was significantly 
higher than that of teachers in bureaucratic schools," 

Sharma (1963) reported the reaction of teachers on 
"who does make" or "who should make" various 
organizational decisions. He claims that both British and 
American teachers favor increased autonomy in schools and 
prefer a higher degree of involvement in decision-making 
EhanecievyeuLeseiuly es oerCelVeeds sticucacc. mace sdililan 
fashion Simpkins and Friesen (1969) suggest, after a 
study of actual and desired participation in decision- 
making in Alberta schools, that school teachers desire 
greater participation in decision-making as individuals in 
some areas and as a staff in others. They presently see 


themselves as important decision-makers but only in the 
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classroom -s sSubstantialsngitceineinvyolvementsas 
individual teachers were desired, especially in the 
decision areas of 'CurriculumrContent, »Texts:and|Materials 
andsArranging, Lomi Parente Vaisits. PAStarstart more 
involvement was wanted in the decision areas of Allocation 
of Money, Teaching Load and Rules and Regulations. 
Simpkins and Friesen (1970:3) summarize their findings by 


Statinge thats 

Teachers in the study desired a form of participation 

in school affairs which diffuses authority among 

those directly affected by the decisions. 

Massé's (1969) findings also support this concept, 
with teachers expressing a desire for greater collegial 
involvement, especially in professional matters. One 
feature of thebteachers®s, desires wasiitite; Yack of Eavor 
expressed for either complete autonomy or consultation. 

In terse om thetmethodology wore ths) thesis jthey desired 
JOMmML ACtELOn. ANSiNpOnmtantyunplication casiingitpansterable 
to the university setting was the positive relationship 
discovered by Massé between the desire for increased 
participation and teachers' professional orientation. 

GCOLrriveactwedI69 Mreported al discrepancy between 
principals' and teachers' perceptions of the amount of 
teacher participation in decision-making. Similar to 
OFsOnsss GLO GG)etteril ary <educiarion. Bindings AtCor miveau 
LepOGHuOMmLicatcm Loe Diincipalsealsouprererred. less teacher 
involvement than the teachers desired. 
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participation can be studied not only in terms of 


absolute levels of participation but also by focussing 


On discrepancies between current and preferred levels of 


participation, and on variegated patterns of decision- 


making requirements according to different decisional 


areas. Ineasstudy werpyweselevanl eco this topic, Belasco 


and Alutto gathered data from teachers employed in two 


school districts in Western New York State. Using these 


data they tested five hypotheses. 
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One can effectively differentiate between 
teachers who are decisionally deprived, 
saturated and at equilibrium. 

Individuals at decisional equilibrium will 
exhibit greater organizational commitment 
than those characterized by decisional 
Saturation and deprivation. 

Individuals characterized as decisionally 
deprived will rate their principals and 
superintendents as less influential than 
would those teachers categorized as 
saturated or at equilibrium. 

Individuals characterized by decisional 
equilibrium will perceive less role conflict 
than those categorized as decisionally 
deprived or saturated. 

Individuals characterized as decisionally 
deprived will exhibit greater attitudinal 
Militancy than those saturated or at 

equi labriumi(belasco and Alutto, 1973233). 


They concluded that: 


1. There are differences in the personality/ 


demographic and organizational characteristics of people 


typified by patterns of decisional deprivation, saturation 


or equilibrium. 


2. There is no significant degree of difference in 


Organization commitment between decisionally deprived 
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43 
subjects and those not so deprived. 

3. Individuals who desired greater decisional 
participation than currently enjoyed tended to see top 
administrative officials as currently exercising high 
decisional control. 

4. Teachers characterized by decisional equilibrium 
did not perceive significantly less conflict than those 
typified by the other decisional conditions. 

Several important implications emerge from this 
study with relevance for decision-making in educational 
1S LLU TONSA Se Be lascomondesA LUC tCOm Lo Ofo0)) Stale, Lt 
implies that the desire for increased participation is 
NOtLcauallyland widely distributed. throughout all faculty. 
Some enjoy more participation than they desire; others 
desire more than they enjoy. Secondly, it brings into 
question the validity ol scholarly. opinionequoted 
earlier regarding an apparently simple relationship between 
commitment to an organization and the desire to participate 
in decision-making. Beguiling as this idea appears, in 
this »research it ,was not supported.,. However, other 
Opinion, vVizZ., that there 1s a relationship between 
attitudinal militancy and decisional participation, is 


Supported by this research. 
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Considerable study has been conducted at the junior 


and four year college level in the area of decision-making 
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44 
in university governance. To some extent this was 
probably stimulated by the nation-wide study in the 
United States (American Association for Higher Education, 
1967) which isolated these colleges as major sources 
Ofylaculty discontent-meMuch of thise1s centred around 
facultyedesirestorm greater oppoutunity stor participation 
in ‘thesformmulation-ofspoliciessthatealtiects. dts 
professional status and performance. 

Relevant results of several studies of decisional 
Pabcicipation gare TllustratedMinelaple I, 

The major points that emerge are: 

ie lnstyvuctor partierpation appears to havea 
positive influence on job satisfaction and morale. 

2 INStEruCtors Ces Gempages Clpatione ner cersi1on— 
making, especially in areas affecting them professionally, 
usually at a greater level than they presently perceive 


as the case. 


3. There is a general tendency for instructors to 
percei Ve slesseinstruCctocrepartlcipation. ime tne decision — 


making process than do the administrators. 


PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-MAKING AT THE 


UNIVERSITY LEVEL 


There appears to be a paucity of research, with an 
emphasis on systematic inquiry, on participatory decision- 


making at the individual instructor level. 
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Lablegi mene search iinwuacwltya participation in Decision-— 
Making in Higher Education 


Researcher Reawor Stkeay Findings Brierly Summarized 
Niland Administration/ 47% of teachers dissatisfied with 
(1964) MNSELUGtOREConml Git. decision-making process. 

California Colleges 5% felt sufficiently consulted when 


policy affected them. 


Mathews Participation in taf£ more satisfied in colleges 
(1967) decision-making. perceived to be most participative. 
6 California The greater the instructor perception 
Colleges of participation the greater the 


perception of effectiveness. 

The greater the instructor perception of 
Participation the higher instructor-— 
administrator rapport rated. 


Case Role of faculty Faculty senates (i.e. faculty 
(1968) senates. representative participation) 
California Colleges approved. 
Taylor Prediction of faculty Single most important predictor of 
(1967) JODESaeLstacrron. faculty perception of policies 
14 Texas Colleges and practices, 
Murphy College morale. Morale varied directly with perceived 
- (1968) Michigan Colleges existing involvement in decision- 


making, and inversely with the level cot 
involvement desired. 


Day Conflict over Significant differences in 25/132 
(aL S7ak)) control. possible cases in perception of 
6 Alberta Colleges instructors compared with administration. 


Administration more satisfied with 
procedures than instructors. 
Instructors perceiving authoritarian 
control patterns most dissatisfied. 


Barrett Participation and High expectation level by instructors 
(1969) job satisfaction in to participate. The more respondents 
North Carolina perceived themselves participating 
Community College in decision-making the higher their 
system. job satisfaction. 
Garrison Faculty opinions Faculty desire an active part to play in 
(1967) regarding faculty formulating policies which affect 
participation in them professionally. 
governance. Opinions not unanimous. 


U.S. Nationwide 
\ sample of Junior 


Colleges 
Olson Attitudes toward Administrators desired less instructor 
(1968) faculty participation in decision-making 
participation. than did instructors. 
4 Washington 
Colleges 
Riess Institutional Similar to Olson. Instructors 
(1970) attitudes. perceived less instructor participation 
81 California in 22)0f )23) decision aceas than 


Colleyes did administrators. 
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Da Pie (1971) has ibeen used to describe ‘situations, 
analysing the behavior of participants and groups and 
extrapolating implications for governance from the 
observations. It has generally been concerned with 
questions about who rules and how, is there a dominant 
ruling class, how representative are rules, what types 

of tensions and conflicts are provoked by various forms 
of academic governance, accountability, etc., as reflected 
in the specific case. Implications so drawn can indicate 
important issues related to modes of university decision- 
making, but the universality of the implications is a 
CPOUDE BUA otic ety 

Two important findings relevant here are those of 
Mortimer” (1971) ~and- Yuker (1971). 

Mortimer, in describing the academic senate 
structure at Berkeley, Minnesota, Fresno and Pennsylvania 
State, noted among a variety of other findings that 
Gladratorial"orn obigarchircal™ patterns “ol participation 
prevailed, that appointment on committees often depended 
on personal contacts, and that sex and rank discriminatio 
on committees were apparent. As well some departmental 
imbalance existed on committees. 

Whether this reflects deliberate policy or is an 
outcome of the wishes of faculty as expressed by their 
acbivating or tallure=to mctLivate™ therr right sto 
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A eee by Yuker (1971) on attendance at-an 
important faculty meeting implies for that institution 
adwelease,;ethat tChesapparenee discrimination ~ "of rank 
and sex may in fact reflect the actual willingness of 
instructors to participate. Attendance at a meeting to 
consider changes in Faculty Statuses relating to the 
structure and function of the University Senate was only 
49% of those eligible. Forty-two percent of eligible 
voters voted. There was a linear trend in participation. 
The higher the rank, the larger was the percentage who 
participated. | Similarly, the tate tof participation was 
higher for males than for females. 

In other words, what may first appear as 
discrimination in decision-making by rank and sex, may 
be no more than a representation of differential desires 
TOmpancici pate On kthe part of individual’ unstructors. 

A devel opmenteor suhevcase study approach ™nas been 
the’ construction *of tmodeéls for application to specific 
cases as a way of understanding the activities and the 
nature of academic governance as a process. Baldridge's 
(1971:8-16) political model and its use in the analysis 
of a number of critical decisions in New York University 
in 1968; in the elevation of Portland State College to 
UNLVersiLty istatus 7. and) aneethe*guowth oGethe April Third 
Movement is a classic example. However, while this type 
of model identifies the nature and course of particular 


processes and isolates specific roles at any given point 
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in time; an sees little to clarify the impact of modes of 
administrative behavior especially related to the decision- 
making process on instructor attitudes and expectations 
toward participation in governance. Further, only 

through comparative studies of the results of applying 
thetimodeletomaGivariety ofesituations.can any conclusions 

be drawn about the relative quality of different modes 
ofeparticipativesqovernancemin tertiary institutions. 

In fairness, it must be acknowledged that such models 
aneinobmstrnucturediion thismpurpose: 

Three studies of faculty participation in decision- 
making at the university level, especially as related to 
governance and institutional planning, are relevant in 
this review. 

Dykes (1968) conducted one of the first empirical 
studies of faculty participation in academic decision- 
makings eStudyimgatheutacultytortthe College of Liberal 
Arts and Science of a large Mid-Western university, he 
sought to answer five questions. 

J meNnatatsachemtaciity. SmapLopem. roleminedecision— 
making? 

2Qenewhaw ishthenlevelmor satistactiontoh faculty 
with its role in decision-making? 

3. Why do faculty members participate? 

4. What impedes faculty participation? 

52 thHow dosfaculty remembers *panticapate? 


Several conclusions were reached after analysis 
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of 106 personal interviews (Dykes, 1968:38). 

1. There exists a pervasive ambivalence in 
instructor attitudes toward participation in decision- 
making. Asserting the essentiality of faculty 
Dauticlpation, sinstructore alco responded by placing it 
eee. aks, Jelehe moni @ne GeleSklic geverlesesk eye Aer e,- 

2. Instructors were generally discontented with 
tnheirelevelivor Darticipecron in decision-making, and 
SaweanveceaucriOnglieda rect parlLiCipation as a tLoreat to 
Ehein, intluence. Lack, of communication, and the 
influence of non-academic personnel were frequently cited 
as causes of high levels of discontent. A general 


Hostalgtos.Ored LomMancaCciuzecayrorm Ofecollegiality was 


evident. 
See StlLuct Ores part LCipated! fOr scecemingly 
paradoxical reasons. The three most cited reasons were 


a sense of personal duty, protection of faculty interests 

and a desire for a voice in decisions affecting 

respondents. More established members of the faculty 

seemed more likely to regard participation as an 

obligation than younger faculty members. There was also 

a tendency to denigrate those who became involved in 

decision-making, and evidence existed of discrimination 

Dywrank,, With younger faculty not having equal opportunity. 
Ae glMpediments Tovinstructonr participation were 

seen as time consuming nature, time spent on 


inconsequential matters, indifference of instructors, 
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50 
procrastination in decision-making, increasing complexity 
of the university, and growing orientations to disciplines 
as opposed to organizational commitment. 

5. Few participatory devices were seen as really 
providing an opportunity for meaningful participation in 
decision-making. The departmental staff meeting and the 
department head were most regularly identified as useful. 

6. Dykes also noted a discrepancy between what 
instructors perceived their decision-making role to be, 
and what it was in reality, with resultant suspicion and 
distrust; a tendency for instructors to see the 
administration as adversaries competing for a limited 
quality of influence; and a very simplistic academician's 
view of the distribution of influence and power in the 
university, overestimating the power held by the 
administration, and dimly perceiving constraints upon the 
administration from within and without. 

The AAUP in 1967 and L969 8surveyed all chapters 
of the association in an attempt to determine present 
prachucecn OL LacuLeyapoartrci patton. 1necollege sand 
university government and to compare them with the 
standards set forth in a 1966 Statement on Government 
Ore GO ledessand UniVercdbdcse miner QucSt Jonnd dine 
(1971:122-124) contained questions pertaining to the 
areas of faculty status, academic operation, academic 
planning and policy, financial planning and policy, 


professional duties, organization of faculty agencies, 
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a 
student affairs and faculty-poard communication. Lt was 
SenbaLOschespresidentyorminesinsticution: and) to the 
Chapter officers. To answer the questionnaire, 
respondents were asked to specify the perceived level of 
faculty participation in the general categories of faculty 
deLemianatlon, jOllcee celOnsecOnsulLteartion, .discusston, 
none. 

The median response to each question was slightly 
below the level of consultation. There were no marked 
differences between institutional types nor strong 
relationships between geographical areas. This is an 
interesting difference to the Belasco and Alutto (1973) 
school district findings reviewed earlier. 

Simi itarecosuykes ms (LoGe)siconclusion, «the sAAUP 
noted a tendency for the administration to report 
estimates of met eee eon abla substantially hagher 
level than did their chapters. This gave some credence 
to the idea that instructors and administration perceive 
the same conditions in different ways, and seems to 
SUpLCOmiue ct Neme la pomorulvkecom GG eanGe ObeP tani ster 9 70) 
mentioned earlier. 

Bao Lame ume Go 59 ie CU hecm ie Cu linge yo Ly ement 
in planning at a number of colleges and universities, 
seeking to determine how well “academic rhetoric about 
PACw Li VelLec DOs LOL Cee CuL bic UlebmO veiiiilc memo et 1 
the formulation of broader educational policy matches 


Witnmactua labehaviot.s. Interviews and document research 
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from 80 colleges and universities in California, 
Florida, Illinois and New York provided the data. 
Relevant. tindings for this) review include: 

Veet tf OFCY FOUL OreergnLy —COllegessinstructors 
weversecparaced from administration, im existing Or special 
committees, resulting in a tendency of each to polarize 
attitudes about the other. 

2. Instructor involvement in planning was judged 
as light in forty-eight colleges, and primarily on a 
reactive basis. 

3. Where instructors did participate the reasons 
seemed to derive from administrative concerns or 
external pressures, rather than an instructor belief in 
the importancexotwplanning jwor tin ithe belief that planning 
was an avenue of improving research and teaching 
(Pa Fokaect fal eels 97). 

4. Instructor reluctance to contribute was 
attributed to such factors as failure to see planning 
as an #instnhuctor weasky, preoccupetion with instructor 
Conmhlic hyarandiwith wehbe) disceitieline, andthe ilack: on 
the tpart fof instructors ofmanmins titutronalmperspective, 
and a perception of external hindrance to their efforts 
in planning. These are similar to those cited by 
Dykes (1968:24). 

5. Aithough notsignificante differences by 
functional type were noted the hindrance of traditional 


disciplinary orientation to meaningful discussions 


[eta -¢ grikdh sg Oy ule). aad 


ori ee liggebusisac)..t Od Ssaso ewe Te wrueq ‘ott 


re bs Os eh is te 4 Pats wie eee N at: | Pd %, ie) CLARY 4 bas 


ety? rea! 5 deere | Hue l ab 


(26 py od foee: | ayy a DS : 

eT 

uf She ~~ vie ‘a <7 heligay bewiil ose 7" : 7 

eo VPM Mee, 20RLLog Dhele= eee be er 

iccusd wired 7 

eh, wile ailing tore Bat ecb fen be Pade et! ee _ 

ty 2yPo Sh OV LER AG LG Seem Sess Sut: ae bomiet ) 

iilo4 2aeort>ael“an hele asiiéoe (eitesetae reazat Ks! 

iy fai iac-sine Av He, (perltin 6) te ashe sega ees 

pi eiga bibl to tuddet pniydugnn 2p Pe a: aay 7 

Chey iret Oy eae ‘lole®) 

if SEIS DL Ot sing oD taib0xdbat .* ae 

onimints wat GFySTwOEAS O42; gag Poe) Pee: OF has ulstaaing ; 
Seuisdel ie abl tkeweeoes, Ces. eneeeeenl am 
"Ge ‘bee, “sitios hh = tsid wipe fea: ane 


7 


“f O43) 0)Agudd Oi teria OFe Raat eabmmeta, AL), 
 (oeBaRLD aaah, 9 

tu awotioan Ah seit Foyle Om RpweMaree “a Pu a 

biped perme Ar: eiadebul Ges” bite cetial 
‘aiatiieieht. DeyhEARin or oid he ee 


across specialty areas was cited predominantly in 


Universities. 


SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 


DeveLalsconclisiOnsecan Desarawn from the 
literature review presented to this point which are 
relevant to any discussion of research into the nature 


of decision-making structures within a faculty. 


PromiGeneraimOrgant zation. (ieoLry 


Lebar cic patlonsinececistoOn-Making. Can be 
justified in terms of the opportunity it provides for 
worker self-actualization. 

2. Increased worker participation in decision- 
making has resulted in desirable organizational outcomes 
as judged by researchers involved. 

3. Participation in decision-making enhances 
worker opportunity to satisfy their motivation needs. 

aeebarticipalLlon in decision-making) is pbased 
Uponsa ConcepL Cf man as Ja creative, responsible, ,self— 
controlling, self-directing man, with a commitment to 
the organization's objectives. 

Sa peabrtLCipaLiOn i beOec 1 GLOn—-Mmaking) assumes od 
concept of control as additive and expanding. 

6. However, much of the research on participation 


in decision-making has regarded participation as 
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54 
measurable, along a singlescontinuum, from high, to. low, 


which may be a denial of its actual complexity. 


From Scholarly Opinion 


scholarly Opinion anechesareca ot faculty decision— 
making clearly indicates the diversity of stances on 
questions such as who should decide what? Although most 
of the opinion presented in this review refers to faculty 
participation in general, several themes emerge which 
appear relevant to a study of decision-making within 
ei ans ters BLE 

1. There are many who believe that the bureaucratic 
trend of university governance can only be averted by a 
return to collegial forms of decision-making. 

2. There are those who believe that to avoid 
instructor unrest, and militancy, and to overcome problems 
caused by the increasing complexity of institutions some 
FORMMOLMINStTCUCTOL par ta Cl pats On in Cecil ca2on—-making, 
probably participatory governance is essential. 

3. There are those who believe that instructor 
involvement in governance is foundering because of 
instructor ineffectiveness in the decision-making process, 
and who call for strong administrative leaders who 
publish their decisions and rationale for these, and who 


are accountable for such decisions. 


From Research in Schools 


1. Teachers appear to favor a higher degree of 
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participation in decision-making than they presently 


perceive’ as existing. 


2. There seems to be a discrepancy between 
teachers' and principals' perceptions of the number of 
Opportunities existing for teacher involvement in 
decision-making. 

3. Although a majority of studies have tended to 
Becgardseecetroce fOr wparticipaliOngin a general fashion on 
a linear scale it would seem that desires for decisional 
Patbtletpation,varyeeccording 10. personality, ,demographic 
andsorganizational characteristics. 

4. There appears to be a positive relationship 
between dissatisfaction with decision-making processes 


enasatti tudinal militancy. 
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Research on instructor participation in decision- 
making at the university level identifies several 
important features. 

IeetnsteuctOcsedesd Le palelcipardon an Cecis On 
making, but are reluctant to activate this desire. 

2. There appears to be a trend towards greater 
DPalLtLcipatlilon ass Lonk sincrecases. Males tend Covbe more 
involved than females. 

Se PLNSctLUCcCOme pal Eloi patton. OCOULS NOL. oO much 
because Oleany Conviction that) 1b may assist in the 


improvement of teaching and research, but because of a 
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variety of reasons from organizational commitment to 
protection of personal interests. 

4. Dissatisfaction with time wasting procedures, 
inconsequential matters, increasing university complexity 
andestrong faculty orirentatwonktonspeci fic «disciplines 
are frequently cited as impediments to decision-making. 

5. There is a clear discrepancy between instructor 
and administration perceptions of the possibilities for 
INStructoneparevcipation, 

GCompAcCtua km nstructor participation sin-decision- 


making, at least in American universities, is light. 


THE eSTATE OF (THE VRESBARCH AND 


THE SLUDY PROBLEM 


Clearly considerable information exists about 
participation in decision-making. Participation appears 
to be justified in terms of its influence on personnel 
development, and on maximization of organization outcomes. 
It seems to be expected by most participants in 
educational organizations, although at differing levels 
according to the nature of the decision tasks. In 
university decision-making, however, it is uncertain 
that facuiity rare, withing, gouccapable; of activatingethis 
desire effectively. 

No evidence exists to indicate whether the research 


evidence is equally applicable to the faculty organization 
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Si 
evel es The™iniormation rererrea to an this Literature 
Review would suggest that in decision-making at the 
faculty level: 

1. The political model is most appropriate in 
describing faculty decision-making processes. 

2. Decision-making processes will be limited by 
fess than total rationelity an tie” process. 

Se Ee RpecCcaciOnsr Pore parcicilpatcion will” be nigh. 

4. Instructors will expect greater levels of 
involvement than administrators would prefer. 

5. There will be a generally accepted belief in 
the importance of collegiality. 

6. Instructors will be unlikely to be as active in 
decision-making as they claim they would like to be. 

7. As rank increases there will be greater 
Panrictpation. 

8. Males will tend to be more involved than 
females. 

Cee ehacticapationsawall be. lamiteds by frustration 
with time wasting and by a strong orientation to one's 
discipline by instructors. 

POCe@ Tiere wilt ber some GOUltL avout LacuULty members’ 
skills in decision-making. 

These forecasts can only remain as speculation 
however, until some research evidence is produced which 
Supports or denies them. It was from these predictions 


emerging from the general literature that this study 
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58 
developed, and from which the general problem and specific 


questions to be investigated were formed. 


SUMMARY 


In this chapter the nature of the decision-making 
process was discussed, with special emphasis being placed 
on the role of the organizational member in the process, 
anc On Che —PUnCT1ON POLethieG Organization in involving 
members in or segregating them from decision-making. 
Several models of decision-making structure were 
described, and the influence these have on the autonomy of 
the individual's decision-making noted. A number of 
themes were identified in the existing literature on 
intra-faculty decisional participation and several 
implications were drawn for the involvement or non- 
involvement of faculty in decision-making. These were 


then related to the defined problem of this study. 


The next chapter presents the methodology of the 
study. The population studied is defined, the research 
instruments described, and the methods of data analysis 
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CHARTERS 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
INTRODUCTION 


This chapter identifies and justifies the major 
research techniques used, analyses the responses to these 
techniques and describes the methods implemented to 


analyse the data obtained. 
GENERAL RESEARCH APPROACH 


The research study analysed the decision-making 
StrLuctuULeS.OL. a Single wacultyeor Mducation. | 1n the 
analysis, emphasis was placed on Current Perceptions of 
and Preferences for involvement in the structures. An 
attempt was made to compare these perceptions and 
preferences to opportunities apparently open for 
decisional, pauticipation in existing Faculty decision— 
making structures, and with faculty response to these 
Opportunities. On the one hand the research had elements 
ORSLNENCASC Study approach, in 1ts attempt to deseribe the 
existing structures and behaviors. On the other it had 


elements of more traditional research techniques in its 
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60 
attempts to identify’ differences between attitudes and 
perceptions and to detect the relationship of these to 
specific member variables. A synthesis of the two 
approaches occurred in an attempt to explain those 
features highlighted through the case study analysis in 
terms of the differences identified through responses 
to questionnaire items. 

The nature of this approach is clarified in the 


remainder of this chapter. 


THE STUDY POPULATION AND THE SAMPLE 


iniewropulation and the Sample 
The population for the study consisted of all 


HNStructoOrssand administrative, stat. OF the Baculty of 
Education of The University of Alberta. 

Instructors included all full-time instructional 
staff. Assistant Deans were classified as instructors 
fOr this study. 

AdMINUSUCrd ei Ve wsearee incl ludedwall sauminisSeLarors 
appointed for the major purpose of administration within 
the Faculty. Included in the category were the Dean, 
Associate Deans, Department Chairmen, and Co-ordinators 
who had an official time commitment to administrative 
tasks of more than 50%. 

One hundred and forty faculty members were identified 


as possible respondents. This did not represent the 
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61 
total faculty, however, as several members were 
unavailable, having taken sabbatical leave. Also 
excluded were members not holding positions leading to 
Cenure. 

The intent was tolstudy the total population. 
Thistnad mnporcanterantitcattons Lor tie cCholce of 
statistics used in the data analysis and will be discussed 
NGtewn Dive locere] Meatnes chapter. 

Although responses were sought to a questionnaire 
from all members of the Faculty of Education, only a 
twenty percent sample of respondents was chosen for 


interview. 


RESEARCH TECHNIQUES 


Information was gathered by the use of three 
techniques: the guestionnaire, the structured interview, 


and a search of documents. 


THE QUESTIONNAIRE 


An Instructor-Administrator Decisional Participation 
Perception Scale was developed by the investigator. For the 
most part the instrument, its structure and items were 
derived from a variety of recent research instruments, 
especially those of the American Association of University 


Professors’ (1971), Dykes (1968), Barrett (1969), 
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Dayan. U/l )ieards Rressm (L907 0)iemModi fi Cats onstand) additions 
to the questionnaire were made as a result of advice 


solicited from and offered by various faculty members and 


colleagues. See Appendix A for an example of the 
questionnaire. 
1. PART A: The Personal Information Section was 


used to determine the sex, age, formal education, and 
professional rank of ‘the respondent. 

2 eee OS oD ee ene uneil tense herenhned sPerecepelon 
Scale was a Likert-type scale used to measure the state 
of the decision-making process currently existing and 
preferred to exist in the Faculty, as perceived by the 
respondent, in relation to the decision items indicated 
ine leablenZ. 

The decision items were identified and categorized 
accordingmtowge: Tasik gtaexonomysot Laculty functions. 

The taxonomy was very similar to that of the AAUP (1971), 
which was operationally defined in terms of generic 
descriptive words used in The Statement on Government 

Of Colleges and Universities (L96G).. ~However,) the 

AAUP's eight areas were reduced to the seven indicated in 
Table 2 by combining some areas into one category, 

(e.g., Professional Duties and Academic Operations into 


ACademiclOVeraL Ons) pe lyecn Cente ether paramecers Of 
another Category (Organization of Faculty Agencies became 


Intra-faculiy Or cant zat onjamand, bythe addition of a) new 
category -(Faculty-Environment Interaction). 
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Table 2: Decision-Items: Current and Preferred Perception 
Scale 


FACULTY RECRUITMENT 


Appointments of Academic Staff 
Appointments of Administrative Staff 
Selection of Dean and Department Chairmen 


FACULTY oLALUS 


Promotions 
Dismissals 
Evaluation 


ACADEMIC PLANNING AND POLICY 


Courses and Programs 
Admission Requirements 
Learning Resources 
Research Funds 
Physical Facilities 
Numbers of Staff 


ACADEMIC OPERATIONS 


Student Allocation 

Class Size 

Teaching Assignments 

Timetabling 

Instructional and Evaluation Practices 
Course Pre-requisites 


FINANCIAL PLANNING AND POLICY 


Secretarial Services 
Equipment and Supplies 
Long and Short Range Budgetary Planning 


INTRA-FACULTY ORGANIZATION 


Committee Establishment 

Appointment to Committees 

Modification of Administrative Structures 
Rules and Procedures 

Student Governance 


FACULTY-ENVIRONMENT INTERACTION 


Community Service Activities 
In-Service Activities 

Information for Prospective Students 
Public Relations 

Fund Seeking 
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64 
The decision to use a Task approach, as compared, 
for example, to an Open Systems approach or an 
Organization Sub-system Functions approach, was based 
Uponetworlactors. 

(1) It was felt that most faculty, and especially 
those unfamiliar with organizational theory, would be 
mOre inclined to evaluate intra-faculty decision-making 
in terms of the tasks.in which they were involved as 
faculty members. 

Gi) Sihesesseudies conductedmrovdate anethic. area 
at post-secondary educational institutions have used 
Similar taxonomies. As a result, comparison of results 
with those of other researchers would be facilitated. 

Although a Task approach was used in final category 
identification, in checking the scale as a whole to ensure 
thaw allwaspects OL organizational Lunctioning were at 
least represented, criteria for evaluation were derived 
Pie cine following ways: 

(i) An Open Systems approach, i.e., are decision- 
making elements associated with input, throughput, and 
OUEDUL represented? 

(72 )e Aw Khacz sandenoine 960 Organization 
SUD-SVSLem PUNCLIONS appEOach jai. Cn eer eCRCecis On making 
elements associated with the productive, maintenance, 
adaptive, managerial, reward and sanction, and supportive 
functions of an organization represented? 


Thus it was possible to categorize questions in the 
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PARTSBeSCalerbyelaskpbysoub—system= hrunctioning, and 
by Open?System Functioning. "See*Appendix B»for such 
classifications. These evaluation criteria led to the 
conclusion tnat the task areas were reasonably complete, 
and that no serious omissions had occurred. 

Analysis in this study was restricted to analysis 
of decision-making by the Task category. 

In both the Current Perception Scale and the 
Preferred Perception Scale faculty members were asked to 
judge that level of instructor involvement in decision- 
making that they currently perceived as occurring and 
that they preferred to occur according to five categories. 
These categories, which are defined in Chapter 1, were 
DETERMINATION, JOINT ACTION, CONSULTATION, DISCUSSION and 
NONES 4WhibeSnot ae@pentectly continuous scale, each of 
the categories seems to represent a progression in the level 
oLefaculty tinvolvementvirom nul to*tetals “Kurther, 
especially with JOINT ACTION, CONSULTATION and DISCUSSION 
there appears to be a progression in the quality of recognition 
given to the instructors' expressions of opinion relating 
to decision-making in a given decision area. 

The categories chosen had extensive pre-testing in 
that they had ~been used in several studies prior to 
this one, e.g., the AAUP Survey by Committee T (1967 and 
1969), and Riess (1970). Altogether these studies involved 
1497 respondents, all instructors or administrators in 


post-secondary educational institutions. Only one of the 
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reseanch reports notedsthaterceponcdents. had. anyv«ditficulty 
in interpreting the intent of the categories. This was in 
the ‘trtal isunvey, (1967) 4conducted. bys the, AAUP... The 
categories used in the present study were, however, based 
on categories modified on the basis of this by both the 
AAUP and Riess, neither of whom reported difficulties in 
theirs research vrepores..) ocimivarly, no difficulty was 
reported in interpretation of categories by a small 

pilot group who completed the questionnaire prior to 

the final survey for this research. 

However, future researchers using these categories 
should note that five respondents in this study reported 
having some difficulty in interpreting the categories. 
While the problem is valid for the respondents, how 
valid it is as a weakness in the questionnaire is 
debatable. Te. problem for the respondent “centred 
around defining the role of committees in decision-making. 
The questionnaire did not require this, however. The 
respondent should have been concerned with determining 
hOwehesudcedehisirolesan deci sion—making..e.9-4, Uf 
participation was perceived by the respondent as taking 
place through committee representation, did he perceive 
the committee acting for him as giving him JOINT ACTION 
participation, = CONSULTATION Sparta cipation, NONE 
Dabilcipatlom, etC.mmintercctingly, stliseas Very ssamilar 


to the problem the AAUP noted in the pilot study: 
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The only ones that stand out were those marked 
"does not apply - determined by the governor or 


legislature". Now this is a reason and not the 
answer; if the governor or legislature determines 
somegitem,... then’ clearly the faculty does not 


participate in this decision and the answer 

should be : NONE (Pardee, 169:184). 

In future studies, if this system of categories is 
used it is suggested the requirements for responding to the 
categories be explained more clearly in the preamble 
to the questionnaire. 

It is unlikely that the problem had a great impact 
upon the results. If the study had been concerned with 
Corrente rencepelons OG pe rererred), Perceptions aie then 
maybe the impact would have been greater. However, the 
study was more concerned with shifts of perception from 
Current to Preferred. That this instrument was 
successful in defining such shifts for every group 
Measuredsiseclearly a] lusctrated sin tne Resiulus chapcers. 
This indicates that respondents had little difficulty in 
distinguishing between their perception of current 
occurrences and their preferences. 

32 PARTOC 26 The Discrpline-Orientationsscale 
required a response to four items, and was an attempt to 
Measure the respondent's commitment to a discipline as 
compared to his organizational commitment. The scale was 
based on Wilensky's (1964) professional discipline- 
orientation scale. Item 4 was added to the original 


scale to assist in differentiating between the 
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PEOLESSIONal prlOrveives Om=inatvidual® mstructors. — Lhe 
scoring method is described in the data analysis section 
Opel iem cian ter, 

The underlying purpose of this scale was to identify 
the discipline-orientation of respondents as reflected in 
a high professional identification and as demonstrated by 
an Orientation towards outside groups of colleagues, ina 
desire to give competent objective technical service of 
which outside colleagues would approve, and in an 
accent on the full use of personal skills (Wilensky, 1964). 
This can be compared, Wilensky suggests, with a careerist 
orientation in which respondents identify highly with the 
Organization's incumbent leadership, are oriented 
toward a career within the workplace hierarchy, and want 
a Chance for social” mobility, reward and "recognition 
Lin Giew Ocal. COMM Ly. 

Consequently this scale emphasized orientation to 
a community Of scholars, and department’ colleagues, 
research publication and professional development. 
Responses indicating orientation towards the local 
administration, Department Chairmen and administrative 
tasks by definition were regarded as showing a low 
level of discipline orientation. 

4. PART D: The Personal Action and Attitude Scale 
was designed to determine the respondent's actual 
behavior in decision-making over the preceding term. 


Features investigated included membership on committees, 
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percentage of Faculty, Department and Committee meetings 
attended, submissions to committees and activity on 
long range planning committees, and attitudes towards 
present involvement in committee structures. 

Respondents were also asked to select a response 
that they believed most closely described their opinion 
of the value of the action they have taken in decision- 
making during the academic year. The items from which 
respondents could choose in this section represented a 
compilation of responses that research in the area of 
total university governance patterns had shown were 
regularly made by interviewees in describing their 
involvement in decision-making processes. The research 
of Dykes (1968) and Palola (1971) was especially relevant 
here. The responses were chosen to permit expression of 
a wide range of; opinion regarding the value of 
involvement in decision-making processes, e.g., from 
cynicism to a belief of the value of involvement in 
improving the quality of decision-making and of 
professional development; from pleasure in participation 


to involvement as an annoying necessity. 


Validltyeommcheelistuument 


As Guultordatl9o5> 47s poanus) Ouu: 
nou Nasbomiseineys alice tk doeueiailiy: bee imehenmidey voloetetetener ns TGR aelel= 
questiongissaskedgabouteanyeparticubar test, 


YES thse testavalideeethevanswer should be in the 
formpok anothensquestion ssi seit, Validefor whatry 


The questionnaire used in the study had several 
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70 
purposes. 

1. To identify faculty members' perceptions of 
the current level of instructor involvement in decision- 
making. 

2. To identify faculty members' preferences for 
involvement in decision-making. 

3. To obtain demographic information regarding 
respondents. 

4. To measure individual respondents' orientation 
to their discipline. 

5. To obtain information regarding respondents' 
attitude toward their present involvement in committee 
work. 

6. To obtain information regarding respondents' 
present levels of involvement on committees. 

The question of validity, therefore, was essentially 
one of determining whether the respective parts of the 
questionnaire allowed the respondents the opportunity to 
respond as outlined above. As Mouly (1970:253) indicates, 
with a questionnaire: 

It must be recognized that though the whole 

instrument is oriented toward the whole problem, the 

questionnaire is comprised of specific and, relatively 
independent questions, each dealing with a specific 
aspect of the overall situation. In a sense then, it 
is the validity of the items rather than the total 
instrument that is under consideration.... On the 

ObNemeianvd, es Uiicdimunomv aud Cy6OL SLieetnCLy.dual 

items must be considered does not negate the fact that 

the questionnaire must have a unity and validity of 


its own with respect to the topic under investigation. 


The actual procedure of validation of the 


. Wes ore 


ga liennues Adsipiers'(t =) oh wtegenel iO ae 

' bs ot i é [ 
inkdalipiter! <itehwdbart thotavsie), sinnne ee” 
| weteetr a. 


enahuduads pales, J) Lantcvsas, apie Of 4. 


eA) bi mnion, rel! Sere ens ini A ar Ei] lpatyt a 


Thee b he! Bee tee eh serene wheats WF Pre 
en ear 
a tives +} pil alert esate Me ghavat bates ; ] 


wl ae 2 Sel 2 oer Sia vigj id oa nied +a AOL Seay sft. “ 7 
a8 
dit Be Biseq au teopaup, OFS inh Fany po reealalt 


bd Weacysiagid ads a7 otiiuljeds' wit ‘e8ehle n 
~oeins ind > pues <UT EL) Seley an ‘eveGs Beckilsve ee enoaaas | 
ot new & & 

agit mT | pas ees hho tam: Gt tebe i 


epee 8a: Ian 
i othennalsaal o 


us eave) 2 oy 


7 


questionnaire concerned itself with several questions: 

1. Will the questionnaire yield the data necessary 
to’answer the questions posed in this investigation? 

Ze VOeSPecacn question verate=to the topic of 
investigation? 

3. Are the questions’ and directions clear and 
unambiguous? 

4. Should any items be added to or deleted from 
any part of the questionnaire? 

5. How can the questionnaire be improved? 

6. More specifically, are any of the decision- 
making areas selected unnecessary? 

7. Have any important decision-making areas been 
omitted? 

There were several stages to this validation 
procedure: 

1. As mentioned earlier many of the items were 
selected from previously developed scales prepared to 
measure Similar variables. Thus many of the items and 
the categories had already undergone several checks for 
relevance to the topic, and ambiguity. See for example, 
the AAUP (1967) pre-test questionnaire and Riess's (1970) 
Pasadena City College pilot study. 

Le Mipalangn Goel yal-becmeskonnl (ee Telqes: ahembierkiwl (ehgetnre, Sent Laci ete) 
questionnaire it was submitted to two Faculty of Education 
staff members who were asked to review it in terms of the 


questions outlined above. 
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3. A revision followed and the revised edition was 
presented -to a ‘doctoral@ciass ol seventeen students’ and 
two professors who also reviewed it in terms of the 
validation questions outlined above. 

4. The third revised edition was then submitted to 
the researcher's Supervisory Committee, resulting in some 
further modification. 

5. The modified edition was given to a pilot group 
of five professors who were asked to complete the 
questionnaire and indicate any difficulties encountered. 
The completed questionnaires were checked to see if the 
instrument did differentiate in the desired fashion 
as indicated earlier in this chapter. The researcher was 
satisfied with the instrument's success in this regard. 
Some modifications, mainly to instructions and wording 
changes resulted from this stage. 

6. A final review by the Supervisory Committee 


resultedmn theraddition of two Lurthrer rteems™ related to 


Faculty -environment Pikepac tLoOll-. 


Success of the Validation Procedure 
Generally, the validation procedure appeared to 
serve its purpose, although further research using this 
instrument should consider three problematic aspects of 
this questionnaire emerging from its use in this study. 
ihe AS few respondencemiagwa tlt iculty ern Imterpreting 


the categories in terms of committee decision-making. 
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(This has been discussed more PLL Og 017 )te 

2. Two respondents reported a perceived ambiguity 
in the response they were expected to make in questions 
regarding "other" departments. Were they to respond 
for themselves or as they perceived it "ought" to be for 
instructors in other departments? (They were expected 
to respond for themselves.) 

3. An underlying assumption of this questionnaire 
was that respondents had a clear perception and under- 
standing of the decision-making structure of the Faculty 
and consequently would be able to respond appropriately 


to all items. However, this appeared unwarranted as 


qe 


several non-respondents claimed that inadequate knowleage 


of the processes made it extremely difficult for them to 
respond ina valid fashion. Several respondents also 
commented on this problem. As one of the interviewees 
DUGakis 

PedonCathinke l= wid bendable storhelpeyou, all 

thatemuchs “I havevonly been here three years and 

I am not yet very involved in the decision-making 


processes. 


He did complete the questionnaire, however. 


Relvap were ysOnmene, OUCSLLONNaiie 


Rélidbitity 15 thesaccuracy 0 precisionsot a 
measuring instrument (Kerlinger, 1965:430). Any test 
of reliability is concerned with the stability and 
accuracy of the instrument as a predictor, and with the 


relative absence of errors of measurement in the 
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instrument. 
Cua forde(1965:446)" pountss out® thats 
Theres is no Onesbest waysor estimating reyes The 


method employed will depend upon one's purpose 
and the meaning and use one wishes to attach to 


Tipe 

Thorndike (1967:227) suggests that there are four 
possible procedures for obtaining a reliability 
CO-GELIcCIent, 

1. Administration of two equivalent tests and 
correlatizvons7ofr the eRe a ee ee 

2. Test and retest of the same test and correlation 
o£ the scores. 

S eoubdi Vis On OL assingle test into Ewo 
equivalent sets of items and correlation of the scores. 

4, Analysis of variance among the individual 
items, and determination of the resulting error variance. 

The latter two of these assume homogeneity of test 
items. However, the questionnaire used in the research 
Cane beemdelinedmassa wie terogeneols, tes lL ae) Compared "tO 
homogeneous test. Many of the component items of the 
questionnaire are relatively independent and non-additive. 
EPhisersweCSpeci all vyesOsmies PARTOLA SC, and.) 8PART ab 
might appear from superficial observation to be homogeneous 
because it is measuring a perception of, and attitude 
towards decision-making processes. However, each item is 
relatively independent in that it is conceivable for 


scores to fluctuate widely as attitudes vary from item 
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Ono ten, SiheyclaimvthatePART, Bis in fact heterogeneous 
is supported by a factor analysis using a varimax 
rotation of the responses to the forty-nine items on the 
Current and on the Preferred scale. While not all items 
are independent of all others, four clusters of items 
are identified on each scale with each of these clusters 
being relatively independent of the others. 

An example of sélected items in Table 3 indicates 


the heterogeneity of responses. 


Table 3: Factor Loadings for Selected Items on Current 
and Preferred Scales 


Item Factor LACT Or FACtCOT iD eleneoue Hacror 

Loading eLodding = Hoading sLoading )slLoading 

Ts 2 3 4 5 

CUETeCHt (eee Ay Dea 5 alee woo O26 
Cubcentwezo Oe -0.105 OL e229 SAMS 
Current, 52 041 5 ITS S066 mal Bee | -0.059 
Currents 50 -098 mupead ees 36.2.6 -0.003 EO 
Preferred 29 681 .060 -0.042 -089 325.0 


As the questionnaire is heterogeneous and therefore 
NOt Lactortally unique awnign index Of internal 
consistency cannot be expected (Guilford, 1965:450). 
Similarly, the relative independence of items and in some 
cases, groups of items, and their consequent non- 


additivity makes split=<half reliability out of the 
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76 
questionsgs(Mouly,. 19702255). 


The only meaningful’ test of reliability for this 
type of questionnaire appears to be the test-retest 
Viciet Oty pe Ci See Susilo pOr ede DiyMou ly (Loy 0255) who 
Sea tecuc aie: 

The test-retest method is the only feasible approach 

tostnewrestablvsiimeni of "thie reliabiwity or Ehe 

questionnaire. 
and by Guilford (1965:450) who comments that: 

tne, Only meaning iLulmestamate Of reliability for 

a heterogeneous test is of the retest variety. 

If, by chance, a heterogeneous test were developed, 

each item of which correlated with a criterion 

and yet did not correlate with any other item, the 

internal-consistency reliability would be zero. 

Yet the retest: reliability might, be substantial 

OG tivo. 

Even so, the value of this form of reliability 
measure for questionnaires is uncertain. Horst (1966:278) 
suggests that the temporal nature of much of the data 
with which the questionnaire deals makes test-retest 
measures extremely difficult to use in these situations. 
MOuly (970225500)  SUpDOrtSs Cias, dld also Sug vests 
that inconsistencies in questionnaire responses are typical 
of all personal communication, not only peculiar to 
specific questionnaires. This is highly relevant in this 


study which was generally concerned with the personal 


communication of individual perceptions and preferences. 
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Despite the shortcomings of test-retest reliability 


outlined above, an estimate of reliability for PART B 
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of the questionnaire was obtained by this measure. 

The test-retest was restricted to PART B for several 
reasons. 

1. The results of this section were most relevant 
towthne majority of the study. 

2. PART A referred’ only to demogqraphicdata. 

3. PART C was part of a scale previously assessed 
by Wilensky (1964). 

AT eePART =) dealve marnivewrteheract and was only 
relevant to the specific Facuity studied. It was not 
generalizable to other faculties. This was an important 
factor as the test-retest was applied to another 
Paculey - 

The questionnaire was administered to an independent 
sample of twenty respondents in the Faculty of Education 
Of ano tier institution. All respondents had been members 
Of the Faculty for more” than’ one academic’ year. There 
was a 100% response to both the test and retest. An 
elapsed time of 9 weeks was allowed between the initial 


test and the retest. 


Analysis Cree liable il ye beste nesults 


Because of the manner in which the data were 
categorized in five discrete categories the non-parametic 
measure of correlation normally appropriate to nominal 
data , the contingency coefficient (Siegel, 1956) was 


judged to be inappropriate as a measure of the stability 


bigny 2a (renee ON sin aes all 
haat sa tarp 4203 fa Ve il vienm “ie a ae 
Fou ASW .AT, she aede Yyat Dee, de ioe aed 
teh (Oqad, HA We QP DS eRRSTOOAT Sake ad * 
Le RHA. rat UbiooE Reyeg et “sina tae ‘shia odd 26 3 . 


cf 


it - ; 


i alee panies eS fageys idjasnbe oun aT imolLryauy 
evigetiens jioees, 6 tF aat-F ee ndtorgiyee yc w at ‘9 pla 
Vihdsbie ntae. om bona idee PLA. swmvnabseak * an a 

aad. . ony Seen ads Peo rente abt yt hea oe ts! 
nf. -°, Fis ime tie tS at Atal «anheyew’s ae = 
Lid Oe, aii4 hesnded aes Atet aise & to, emis 


dnsen eee 


ae th me sivom ova to wee: 


ee Hin tet  GvrF et 


78 
of performance on the test and retest. 

The chi square (x?) test, as described by Popham 
and Si rotnik (1967-284) was™used, therefore, to test the 
following null hypothesis. 

Hy PpOtjes ioc 

There is no difference between the obtained 
frequencies on the first test and the obtained frequencies 
on the second test for: 

1. Total Current responses. 

2. Total Preferred responses. 

3. Total Decisional Condition responses. 

4. Current responses for each decision area. 

5. Preferred responses for each decision area. 

6. Decisional conditions for each decision area. 

Table 4 indicates the probability related to the 
null hypothesis’ for each category. At the .05 level of 
Significance the results suggest that only in the cases 
Ole LO cciee boro red mr espouses, ae belorredsiacuLly 
Recruitment, Preferred Academic Planning and Policy, and 
Pinaniclat Planting. and POlucy sDecisional Condition ‘can 
the null hypothesis be rejected. At this level of 
Significance it can be assumed that the remaining 
responses on each category were drawn from a common 
population. 

Tn =the case of Breferted Faculty Recruitment it is 
relevant to note that the retest was conducted almost 


immediately following a series of decisions within the 
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Table 4: Probability Related to Null Hypotheses Testing 
Questionnaire Reliability 


Variable ee df p 

Total Current Responses 4.62 4 Pent) 

Total Preferred Responses 1. 66 4 5001! 

Total Decisional Condition Responses O09 Z Pee) 

Current Faculty Recruitment AS) 3 Pe eAe) 

CUEren cel ae Ue yen we Gs Ome 4 Pee 0 

Current Academic Planning & Policy 2524 4 Pah eh!) 

Current*Academie™ Operations O98 4 e910 

Current Financial? lanning «Policy FES 0k 4 Peek) 

Current *intra-Faculty.Organi zation S28 4 Pare 

Current Faculty-Environment Doe 4 PI pew) 
meeraction 

Preferred Faculty Recruitment Aes 4 Pearl OLENE 

Preferred Faculty Status Ono 4 7.05 

Preferred Academic Planning & Policy 9.94 4 eZ 

Preferred Academic Operations 505 4 20 

Prererred- Financial Plannang Gee 4 P05 
Pouney 

Preferred Intra-Faculty Organization Be 3 Bae 10) 

Preferred Faculty-Environment SAAS) 4 ex sil) 
Interaction 

Faculty Recruitment Decisional FRAT) eh) a Br yALe) 
Condition 

Faculty Status Decisional Condition Le a PASAY 

Academic Planning & Policy Om0Zs 1 730 
Decisional Condition 

Academic Operations Decisional 1.46 if >. 20 
Condition 

Financial Planning & Policy 7.86 ib eG OM: 
Decisional Condition 

Intra-Faculty Organization TEA as) i PAX eA®) 
Decisional Condition 

Faculty-Environment Interaction Le On) a Pes A) 
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Faculty related to accelerated promotion, movement 
through salary barriers, and appointment of new staff. 
Preferences tended to be for greater involvement in the 
retese than Sin the “firstweests ssuch a change in 
preferences may have been influenced by these decisions. 

The differences in total Preferred responses may 
reflect the changeability of preferences over time as 
a result of changing circumstances, as well as perhaps 
reflecting the inability of the test to measure 
preferences at a given point in time. 

In the case of Financial Planning and Policy 
Decisional Condition no obvious explanation of the 
difference in response patterns iS apparent. However, 
in the Faculty to which the test and retest were 
administered most faculty members appear to be far 
removed from decision-making related to finance. It may 
be that the differing decisional conditions are a reflec- 
tion of faculty's failure to establish any firm preferences 
for procedures in the area. 

No explanation is apparent for the case of Academic 
Planning ands Policy. 

Nevertheless, for each of the four cases cited above, 
the possibility of low reliability must be acknowledged. 
The explanations presented for each merely indicate a 
possible source of the difference, and do not deny the 
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Implications of the Results of the Reliability Test 

The results of the test-retest imply the following: 

TeeeCULLent yr ercepeionssas meascuLed: by this 
questionnaire tend to remain consistent over time. 

2. Decisional Conditions, as measured by this 
questionnaire, tend to remain consistent over time with 
the exception noted above. 

3. Preferences, and especially the exceptions noted 
above, are less likely than Current Perceptions and 
Decisional Conditions to remain consistent over time. In 
interpreting the preferences reported in the remainder 
of this thesis it must be remembered that these are 
measured at a given point in time and may be prone to change. 
Using these results to forecast for the future would be 
unwise. This should not necessarily be construed as 
a criticism of the technique used in the study, which 
aimed at measuring and comparing current perceptions and 
preferences at a given point, rather than as they change 


over time. 


Questionnaire Returns 

It is often pointed out that questionnaire studies 
are regularly restricted by a high percentage of non- 
Tecurns ealLlaVveLrcu (Lo 6O4e29 7) claims:: 


A questionnaire of some interest to the recipient 
may be expected to show only a 20.percent return, 
even when conditions are favorable. If non- 
respondents are contacted a second and a third 

time, the return may be increased to 30 percent. Only 
rarely does it reach the 40 percent level. 
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Similarly, Kerlinger (1965:397) notes that: 

Responses to mail questionnaires are generally poor. 

Returns of less than 40 or 50 percent are common. 

High percentages are rare. At best, the researcher 

must content himself with returns as low as 50 or 60 

percene: 

Measured in absolute terms, this study had typical 
problems of non-returns, although not to the extent 
suggested by either Kerlinger or Travers. Table 5 
indicates that the total percentage response to the 
questionnaire was 75%, and that the total percentage of 
usable responses was 71.4%. The table also indicates the 
percentage return of usable responses by the member 
variables of rank, sex, age, employment status and 
department. 

Relative to responses in other studies conducted 
in post-secondary educational institutions, however, and 
to “average" returns for questionnaires generally, the 
percentage return for this study rates very favourably. 
For example, Mouly (1970:256) reports Shannon's (1948) 
finding oL-an average 65 percent return “{.. for reputable 
questionnaire studies reported in a sample of theses, 
dissertations and professional articles ao 

Further, a Combinabronsotecircumstances peculiar to 
EUS particular study miiitetea saqdinst. anv extremely 
high percentage return. 

1. The questionnaire was administered within four 


weeks of the end of the academic year. This was considered 


essential by the researcher as it was felt that attitudes 
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Table 5: Response to Questionnaire 
Number Percentage 

Expected 140 100 

Actual Eos (he 

Usable 100 ijuegs 

Response Meotse pha eee 
Usable Possible J 
DepaLiment 
Elementary Education 21 BD 60 
Secondary Education Ze 27 Griz 
Educational Foundations 13 19 68.4 
Educational Administration 16 16 100 
Educational Psychology oie 52 nels 7 
Industrial and Vocational 6 Lele 54 
Education 
Total 100 140 isa 
Employment Status 
Professors Sty) 42 88 
Associate Professors 50 weak Tie 4 
Assistant Professors 13 26 50 
Lecturer 0 i 0 
Total 100 140 A 
Rank 
Administrators 157: 14 shoe) 
Instructors 88 126 70 
Total 100 140 pal ait 
Sex 
Male 87 eS) toed 
Female ILS! ge Oleg 
Total 100 140 Asa 
Age 
26 - 30 1 i 100 
Ce cos. 19 27 104 
36 - 40 Dl 34 pee 
Alie= 45 5 20 WS 
46 - 50 iS 18 Bets 
Seta 055 14 ds Soe 
56 - 60 9 16 56 
Pant) 6 7 Beer 

Total 100 140 epiloe| 
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toward, and perceptions of, decision-making processes may 
well differ after a year's involvement with them, from, 
for example, impressions after the summer break. However, 
this meant that faculty were required to respond to the 
questionnaire at a time when they were heavily involved 
with end-of-term assignments and final examination 
assessment. 

2. Soon after the questionnaire was circulated 
several departments were involved in a change of office 
acea.. Lhis*®resulted in a number,on. bostesand "forgotten" 
questionnaires in the initial questionnaire circulation. 

PieaniealCeMpretOsbuitd up the propercion: OF 
questionnaires returned, each non-respondent was contacted 
by letter. A second follow up was then conducted by 
telephone. These methods resulted in an increase in 
returns from 64% to 75%. 

Table 6 lists the percentage of usable return of 
questionnaires sent to the faculties of post-secondary 
institutions in ten studies. Despite the circumstances 
mentioned above the returns of this study, as compared to 
nine of the ten cases reviewed, were superior by 
percentage. It should be noted that many of the studies 
researched far larger samples and therefore even though 
percentage returns are smaller, actual responding numbers 
were far larger than in this study. Of course, by 


definition, non-responding numbers were even larger still. 
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Table 6: 


Sent to Post-Secondary Institutions 


Researcher 


Barrett 


Riess 


Day 


Kelly 


Baldridge 


Gross 


Taylor 


Lewis 


Hill and French 


Hartnett 


Bastcott 


Date of 
Study 


Lg6s 


1969 


Lee AU ak 


LONE 


1968 


1964 


LO 5 


1964 


LPOG 


1968 


1974 


Sample 


North Carolina 


Community Colleges 


Caiarornia 


Community Colleges 


Alberta Community 
Colleges 


Dawson Community 
College 


New York 
University 


American 
Univieion ta es 


University 
Deparrcments 


A Northeastern 
State University 


5 State Supported 
Colleges 


University 
Trustees 


Alberta Faculty 
Of Hducatron 


Percentage of Usable Returns of Questionnaires 


Return 


65 


60.6 
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Representativeness of the Responding Sample 
Taking the 100 usable returns,71.4% of the 140 


submitted to faculty, a question arises regarding how 
representative the 100 respondents were of the 140 possible 
respondents.) If particular categories of faculty members’ 
attitudes were consistently under-represented or over- 
represented in the responses then the data could be 
distorted. 

To gauge the representativeness of the obtained 
sample several null hypotheses were tested using the 
chi square ( x7) test, as described by Popham and Sirotnik 
(1967:284). These null hypotheses were as follows: 

1. The obtained frequencies stratified by department 
will be in the same proportion as the total possible 
frequencies stratified by department. 

2. The obtained frequencies stratified by rank 
will be in the same proportion as thes total possibile 
frequencies stratified by rank. 

3.9°Thet obtained frequencies’ stratified by employment 
status will be in the same proportion as the total 
possible frequencies stratified by employment status. 

4, The obtained frequencies stratified by sex will 
be in the same proportion as the total possible frequencies 
stratified by sex. 

5. The obtained frequencies stratified by age will 
besine thelsame! proportionsas@the! total! possible frequencies 


stratified by age. 
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rejection of any of the null hypotheses. 


Table 7: Probability Related to Null Hypotheses 


Variable x? df & 
Department Lotte S) pre 8 
Employment Status 19206 Z woes 
Rank ee il as 
Sex ~245 ol See 
Age des 0.25 6 7198 


This suggests that while the percentages of 
respondents were less than the total possible percentages, 
no department, rank, Sex, employment Status or age group 
WaGmCLENCieclgnletCantlysOVer represented Ob Under= 
represented in the obtained sample. 

One of the major problems of non-returns is that the 
refusal to return the questionnaire may represent an 
attitude toward the study topic not represented in the 
questionnaires returned. The researcher made contact 
in person, by letter and by telephone with a 33% sample 
of non-respondents in an attempt to ascertain if any 
single underlying factor seemed to motivate the lack of 


response, and if this sfactor had relevance to the topic at 
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hand. From the faculty contacted no unitary pattern 
emerged to explain the non-response. Table 8 lists the 


categories of motivations advanced. 


Table 8: Factors Motivating Non-Response to Questionnaire 
Motivating Factor Number 
Overlooked. Promised completion but 5 


Favledtto -doeso. 
No time. 3 


Questionnaire will provide no 2 
useful information. 


Fears of identification despite sl 
guaranteed anonymity. f 


Questionnaire "priorised". Will do ib 
if have time. 


Refused to discuss matter. li 


Totah 13 


THE STRUCTURED INTERVIEW 


Interviews were conducted with Department Chairmen 
plus a fifteen percent random sample of the population. 
Altogether, a total of twenty-eight interviews (twenty 
percent of the population) were conducted. Both 
questionnaire respondents and non-respondents were 


included in the sample. 
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Source and Purpose of the Interview Questions 


Seven questions were asked during the interview 
(see Appendix C). These were developed by the researcher 
for three purposes: to provide information which might 
help explain questionnaire responses; to develop an 
understanding of how administrators and instructors 
describe existing decision-making structures; and to 
aCtwasea VoUrtherm check s0Onntnesvalidity of the 
questionnaire responses. Consequently, topics included 
a description of existing decision-making structures, and 
sought statements about the interviewee's attitude in 
general towards participatory decision-making, limits to 
Chemex tenltrOL spakelcipatt On, alOttvatilon stOmparticipace, 
impediments to instructor participation, characteristics 
of people heavily involved in Faculty decision-making, 
and the opportunities for faculty member involvement in 


decision-making. 


Response: to the Interview 


All members of the original sample selected, except 
for one Department Chairman, agreed to be interviewed. 
However, two selected interviewees failed to keep their 
appointments and alternates were selected to replace them. 

Interviews varied in length from twenty minutes to 
two hours according to the amount of information offered 


by individual interviewees. 
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DOCUMENT RESEARCH 


In addition, several categories of documents were 
available which provided relevant information on existing 
structures for decision-making; membership patterns on 
various decision-making bodies; the nature of decisions 
taken at different faculty levels; and individual and 
group attitudes toward existing Faculty decision structures. 
Included in the available documents were: 

oer acuilty Councal, meeting minutes tor LO74. 

2. Long Range Planning Committee meeting minutes. 

3. Long Range Planning Committee reports. 


4, Individual Department meeting minutes. 


DATA ANALYSIS 


Four major statistical tools were used in the data 


analysis. 


1. The Mode and Frequency Dist buon 


The study was mainly concerned with how people 
scored on a series of categories of a variety of items, 
and how, for many of these items, their scores changed 
from Current to the Preferred scales. The mode and 
frequency distribution were chosen as the appropriate 
descriptive statistical techniques, therefore, to analyse 


the following: 
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(i) Differences between Current and Preferred 
levels for all member variables. 

(ii) Levels of decisional deprivation, equilibrium 
or saturation for all member variables. 

CEL eee ectloncpoltesi © ts si neperception, .rom 
Current to Preferred scales. 

(iv) Participation in decision-making processes 
as differentiated by all group member variables. 

(v) Attitudes towards involvement in present 
decision-making structures as differentiated by all 
member variables. 

Although relatively crude, the mode and frequency 
distribution were judged superior to the mean and 
techniques using the mean as the basis for statistical 
computation. Use of the mean would have masked a number 
of trends that the use of frequency distributions clearly 
identified. For example, Figure 2 presents the mean, 
modes and frequency distribution for instructors' 
responses to the category Academic Operations. 

Allocating NONE, DISCUSSION, CONSULTATION, JOINT 
ACTION and DETERMINATION the respective weights of 
tow 2p eo ae, 5 (as forvexample did the AAUP, 1970) and 
Riess, 1969), instructors perceive a mean current level 
ObPpartici pation Of 3.2077 Ole USL sabove: the Level or 
CONSULTATION. However, a review of the frequency 
distribution indicates that CONSULTATION was the level 


least chosen by respondents, and that there were two 
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distinct levels of participation chosen (NONE-DISCUSSION 
and JOINT ACTION-DETERMINATION). Similarly, on the 
Preferred scale the mean was 3.652 or between CONSULTATION 
and JOINT ACTION. However, the majority of respondents 
scored on JOINT ACTION and DETERMINATION. Finally, 

the difference between mean Current and mean Preferred 
levels implies a generalized desire for increased 
participation. Actually it°is more likely, as indicated 
by the frequency distribution and the decisional 
condition data,that those who already 

perceived themselves as heavily involved wished to retain 
that position, and those who did not perceive this, probably 


wished to attain that level of involvement. 
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Measurement of Decisional Conditions 

Conditions of decisional deprivation, decisional 
equilibrium and decisional saturation were assessed by 
comparing the level of involvement currently perceived 
by a respondent as existing with his preference for 
involvement. If he desired greater involvement than 
presently perceived for a decision item then decisional 
deprivation was judged to exist. If the respondent 
desired less involvement than he currently perceived 
himself as having then decisional saturation was judged 
to exist. If preferences and perceptions were the saine 
then decisional equilibrium was judged to exist. 


Table 9 illustrates an example. 


Table 9: Example of Decisional Deprivation, Saturation, 
and Equilibrium Scores 


Item Current Preferred 


: 


Appointment of 
Faculty Dean 


Dismissal or 


Stafft 

Evaluation of 

PSstlucte loi 
1 NONE 4 TOVOIRAE /NGME IOUS 
2 DISCUSSION 5 DETERMINATION 


3. CONSULTATION 


In this example the response to the item Appointment of 


Faculty Dean indicates a condition of decisional 
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94 
equilibrium. The response to Dismissal of Staff indicates 
a condition of decisional deprivation. The response to 
Evaluation of Instruction indicates a condition of 


decisional saturation. 


Testsionesitoqnitacance 
NOwecests tom stgnihicance, §6.927ttheuchr-Squarentest 
were applied to the findings as they were judged to be 
inappropriate, the total population, not a random sample, 
having been surveyed. As Borg and Call (1963:289-90) 
POLNE,OUE: 
Perhaps the most common and serious misinterpretation 
of the test of significance is to confuse the level 
of significance (i.e. the p value) of the research 
results with the practical and theoretical 
Significance of the research results. 
... the test of significance is concerned with the 
inferences that we wish to make from sample 
statistics to population parameters. Thus a test of 
Significance is made when we wish to determine how 
probable it is that differences we have found between 
samples will also be found in the populations from 
which they were drawn. 
Borg yandaGahia(29638290)) continues by=using an 
example to demonstrate that when differences within a 
population are identified the use of tests of statistical 


Significance are meaningless because they are true 


differences, rather than sample differences. 


2.5 MiuitiplesCroupsD1 scrmminantc Analysis 


The multiple group discriminant analysis was used 
to identify the dimensions of group differences on the 
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questionnaire. 


Cooley and Lohnes (1962:116) describe discriminant 


analysis as a 


. -- procedure: for estimating the position of an 
individual on a line that best separates classes or 
groups. The estimated position is obtained as a 
linear function Offs ene, tndivicuals m test scores. 
Since one "best" line may not exhaust the predictive 
power of the test battery in distinguishing among the 
classes additional discriminant functions ... may be 
Evtted. 


Tatsuoka (1971:162-3) elucidates this point when he 


states that: 


-.. although we started out by seeking to maximize 
the, duscriminent criterion, we obtain several 
discriminant functions, the first of which has the 
largest possible discriminant criterion, and each of 
the others has a conditionally maximal discriminant 
Gl terion Va lucw wl) ise this sense, then. that 
discriminant analysis reveals the dimensions of group 
differences. By this technique we find, 
simultaneously, the dimension along which maximum 
group, ditierentiation. occurs; the wimension along 
which is observed the largest group differences not 
accounted for by the first dimension, and so forth. 


This method of analysis reduces the dimensionality 
of space in which to describe group differences (Tatsuoka, 
LUPE LOS) tells! sSSUpDOmbed oye COOlLey and Lohnes 
(HI.G 271) 6:)5- whos pO Lito Ute lait: 

Sethe mi triplLesdiscrimimantceanalysis has the 

advantage that it often leads to a dramatic 

reduction in the predictor space's dimensionality 
without substantial loss of information. 

For example, in this study, comparison was made 
between the departments in the Faculty regarding their 


Current and Preferred scores on each of the seven decision 


areas. There were six departments, each to be compared 
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with the other on fourteen scores. As is illustrated 
in Chapter 6, however, the multiple discriminant analysis 
reduced the differentiating dimensions to five and 
ranked the departments' scores on each of these dimensions 
of functions. Once the dimensions have been identified 
the problem of deciding how many of the dimensions to 
use arises. When the sample being treated is random 
then a test of significance is available which enables 
the researcher to determine the number of discriminant 
functions that are meaningful at a given level of 
Significance. However, as this study used the total 
population, any difference was regarded by the researcher 
Some iiged subvesOiet erence (see tiie Carlier discussion 
Onethisepoine)." Thus’ each discriminant function identified 
was taken as an accurate discriminant of group 
differences. For each analysis however, a subset of the 
eConpurcea Muncriens thateaccounted Lor 65s OL the 
discriminating power of the test battery was selected 
(abter= Cooley and bohnes,, 1962-118). dInethe example 
referred to above this reduced the number of dimensions 
to three. 

The group differences analysed using the multiple 
discriminant analysis included departments, ranks, sexes, 
employment statuses, and the groups identified by the 
obverse factor analysis (see section on Obverse Factor 


Analysis). 
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Bie Corre ation Coerta clients 

Correlation Coefficients were calculated in an 
attempt to identify relationships between individual 
mean Current and Preferred levels of decision-making and 
individual discipline-orientation. 

The discipline-orientation scale was scored as 
indicated by Wilensky (1964). For question 1 a score of 
three was assigned where one of the following was most 
important and the second was mentioned: colleagues in 
own department or colleagues in one's discipline. A 
score of two was allocated where one was mentioned as 
most important, but the other was not. A score of one 
was given where one or both were mentioned but not as 
most important. Where neither was mentioned zero was 
the score. For example, the respondent who checked 
Students and Department Chairman, and left all remaining 
choices unchecked was given a score of zero for question l. 

In question=2 wherevtechnical tasksi, zesgi,.research, 
publications and autonomy or service and recognition from 
colleagues, profession or discipline were all mentioned 
a score of three was allocated. Where technical tasks 
(i.e. research and publications) and either of the 
other categories was mentioned a score of two was given. 
Where only technical task was mentioned a score of one 
was allocated. Mention of none of the above scored zero 
The respondent referred to above wrote: “Freedom to 


develop professional interests and research." Because 
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research and autonomy were mentioned a score of two was 
allocated. 

In question 3 Thorough scored three, Partial two 
and Glances Through, one. The respondent referred to 
as an example checked Thorough and scored three. 

In question 4 one of the following as most important 
and the other as second scored three: on research and 
Onypreparation Of publications. A score of Ewo was 
allocated to mentioning one as most important but not 
the other. A score of one was allocated where one or 
both was mentioned, but not as most important. Zero 
was scored when neither was mentioned. The respondent 
referred to as an example checked both research and 
publications as most important and committee work as 
important. A score of three was allocated. Thus the 
respondent had a total score of eight. 

For the scale, possible scores range on a continuum 


Prone wl 2, Actua liscoressranged rom. 2)— 81. 


Am [ne ObverseyFactonesAnalysis 

The obverse factor analysis is also known as an 
inverted or inverse factor analysis or Q-technique, and 
was used to identify groups of respondents covarying 
in theigsscones#on  pthe items@im PART WRy “Pruchter 
(1954:176) describes the Q-technique as "...the 
correlation of a series of persons over a population of 


measures" and claims that: 
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Li etcwo persons answer a series of questions or rank 

aecet1os, Of STIMULI maim larly, they wiit be highly 

correlated. The factors derived from Q-technigque 

(obverse factor analysis) have persons loaded on 

them and each factor represents a hypothetical 

DEGSONeOL amglVenu ey peu. 

Thus, in this study, the Q-technique was used to 
ascertain if the responses to PART B could be explained 
in terms of group memberships different from those 
determined by department, rank, employment status and sex. 
Mie Loecnhtr hy nGgetne posit OnTOUusan si nailvidua ls On. a) varimax 
rotated factor matrix several criteria were set: 

(i) A respondent was regarded as being 
BlaceOr an yepure, or aiewloadedmili ghily.on one factor, 
loadings were close to zero on at least two other factors 
and. 1Oow tO insignificant on the other (s)- 

(ii) Where respondents loaded significantly on 
more than one factor, they were assigned group 
membership with other respondents scoring similarly on 
Ehermsailewcombination ,O® taclLorce. = COMD1neattrons were 
assessed where one loading was high or moderately high 
ancmtne other (s)) in thie wombinaeion moderate, and the 
remainder insignificant. 

Loadings were classified as high, moderate, low or 
UNISON ECanteadceOraiic, tom rucntem (1954. 151): 

Loadings of .2 or less are usually regarded as 
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Interview Responses and Document Search Materials 

In addition to the techniques outlined above 
considerable information was revealed by interview 
responses and document search material techniques. This 
was: 

eC Ol raced. 

2. Categorized according to the research questions 
ouLtcMined*rn*eChapter 4% 

3. Used in the data analysis as supporting or 
non-supporting evidence, the findings to be presented in 
combination with the results of the questionnaire. 

4. Used in the development of a model of the 


decision-making processes of the Faculty. 


SUMMARY 


In this chapter the research methodology was 
described. Emphasis was placed on the nature of the 
sample; the types of research instruments; the methods 
used to validate them; responses to the questionnaire; 
and methods of data analysis employed. Justification 
for the use of the specific methods of data analysis was 
considered at some length, with important emphasis on 
the influence the study of a total population has on 
the choice of statistical methods. 

The study was identified as one which had elements 


of the case study approach (e.g., the study of a single 
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population) and survey research (e.g., the questionnaire 

to gather expression of attitudes and preferences for 
involvement in decision-making). With the exception of 

the Multiple Discriminant Analysis the statistics used 

were descriptive and presented and analysed in the form 

of frequency distributions and modes. Response to the 
survey questionnaire compared more than favourably with 


responses recorded in a majority of similar studies, while 


thesincervilews »proveds Lo beatrultlul sources of information. 


The next four chapters report the research results 
gathered and analysed by the techniques described in 
this chapter. Chapter 4 will describe the existing 
PUECLA-LaACUlEY CeCislon-mMaking Structure as perceived by 


the investigator. 
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THE EXISTING FACULTY DECISION-MAKING 


STRUCTURE 


INTRODUCTION 


In this chapter the nature of the existing formal 
Faculty decision-making structure is described and some of 
the difficulties associated with such a description are 
discussed. The purpose of this discussion is to provide 
a base from which to compare and analyse the perceptions 
siCdmprereLences Oc saCademicustabter Om pom ClpatLlongan 
Faculty decision-making. This will be reported in later 
chapters. 

In defining the formal decision-making structure 
OL tnewPaculty, it musts be acknowledged "that discrepancies 
almost certainly exist between what can be described as 
the formal structure, what is perceived by different 
faculty members as the formal structure, and what is the 
actual decision-making structure. For example, a 
formal organization chart describing the decision-making 
structure may differ from what members believe the actual 
decision-making structure to be. How actual decisions 


are made may differ again from what is described by a 
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fOmlcimcnart, dnd whaterompercerved™by organi zation 
members. The remainder of this thesis is concerned 
with such discrepancies between perception and reality. 
However, for purposes of description, comparison and 
enalysis Of faculty perceptions 1t Us appropriate at 
this point to describe what appears to be the formal 
decision-making structure. 

Such:a description is not easy. One highly placed 
faculty member expressed eee an Opinion supported 
by a majority of interviewees that: 

There-1S no attempieinethesPaculty.co, have a, formal 

source by which to identify where decisions are 

made. The decision-making structure is of a much 
looser type. 


Nevertheless some attempts have been made, at least 


PHLOrMalL lye vienor ronal ly, tO deli nessuch a structure. 


THE FORMAL FACULTY DECISTON-MAKING 


SLRUCTURE 


Liege gurers ste sDaslceOLlganizatlonla wcenUCuaine 
for decision-making in the Faculty of Education is 
presented. Several features indicated or implied in 


this figure are important. 
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BigU com em Nee bac) Organizer lOnal so eructure stor Decision= 
Making in the Faculty of Education 


IDINOIWIL UNE COMP TIDUI(CPARILOINE “EO UWINCAnL 
Standing Committees 


e.g. Nominating 
Salaries and 


Ade Hoct Conmitteecs 


Advisory Committees 


Promotions fOr Supporting 
Tenure Services 
Library 
Publications Co-ordinating 
Space Subject Area 
Records Committees 
Travel, etc. 


FACULTY (ORF EDUCATION 
PARCULIVG COMMITTEE 


DEAN'S 
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| eee COMMITTEES 
ASSOCIATE DEANS | i en ek 


Timetable 
Building 
Advisory 
Speech 
Referral 


DEPARTMENT 
CHAIRMEN 


SERVICE DIVISION 
CO-ORDINATORS 


pean ye 


DEPARTMENT ASSEMBLY eae sawyer ae 
‘ ; DIVISION 
Standing Committees Ad Hoc oe 
ee ; ASSEMBLIES 
e.g. Graduate Committees 
Undergraduate 


Subject Area 
(dependent upon 
Department) 


PROFESSORS AS INDIVIDUALS 
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Variety 

There are a variety of decision-making bodies 
located at different levels of the organization. One 
interviewee commented most appropriately that: 

The Faculty decasion-making structure can be 

described as a triangle. But - it is also a series 

Of interlocking triangles: =:. Not only are» there 

some decisions which come through to the Dean, the 

Maj ORLEy.d0 moO. 

These decision bodies or "triangles" vary in size 
and composition and may include the total faculty, e.g., 
Ehewheculty or Pducatton Councii- "the academic faculty 
of a department, e.g., the Department Staff Meeting; a 
body of elected representatives, e.g., the Faculty of 
Education Tenure Committee; a group of nominated 
representatives, e.g., the Faculty of Education Library 
Committee; or a single person, e.g., the Dean. Membership 
is determined in at least three different ways: by 
aquchority sof Yposition weg 4 yal), sacademicstafrh are 
members of the Faculty of Education Council; by nomination 
and,election; and by nomination, alone. Generally 
speaking, earned and elected members have representative 
status whereby their action is, or may be, independent 


of the wishes of the group by whom they were elected. 


Membership and Purpose 


The membership of these bodies differs according 
COstCICMLevelmor. Pacultyveorgoantzadtlonlwat which theysexist 


and the purpose for which they have been established. 
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Forvexanple, ~iLhesracultyeor Education Salaries and 
Promotions Committee ( a committee of the Faculty of 
Education Council) concerned with instructor evaluation, 
promotion, and awarding salary increments consists of 
the Dean, Department Chairmen and elected staff 
representatives. The Dean's Advisory Committee comprised 
of the Dean, Associate Deans and Department Chairmen, is 
concerned with supporting and advising the Dean on 
administrative matters. The Mathematics Education 
Co-ordinating Committee consists of Professors from 
across department divisions whose area of speciality is 
Mathematics Education. Their task in this committee is 
to co-ordinate programs across the department divisions 
and to ensure coherence of the total program offering. 
Numerous other similar examples exist to illustrate the 


same point. 


Membership, Types of Decisions and Methods of Appointment 


Membership differs according to the type of decision 
being made as does the method of appointment to the 
decision body. Three types of decisions appear relevant 
EO tier tunctisoning Of thesraculty cl Bducation. 

1. Decisions associated with policy determination: 

(i) At the Faculty level, 
(ii) At the department level. 
2. Decisions associated with policy implementation, 


as reflected in, for example, 
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(i) Establishment of programs, 
(ii) Financing operations, 
(iii) Teaching courses. 
3. Decisions associated with the administrative 
functioning of the Faculty, for example, 
(i) Implementation of clearly defined and 
established procedures for the maintenance of Department 


and Faculty offices functions. 
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Table 10 indicates the close relationship between the 


types of decision, methods of appointment to decision 
bodies, and membership patterns. Although Table 10 
refers to only a representative sample of the Faculty of 
Education decision-making bodies, several trends seem 
Chen tm. 

1. When decisions are concerned with policy 
formation ableacademic faculty are pivolved, te.g.,) the 
Faculty of@bducationsCouncil and the Department Assembly. 

2. Where decisions are concerned with policy 
implementation, the academic faculty is involved ona 
representative basis. The type of representation 
appears to be related to the certainty with which 
established policy and administrative procedures can be 
implemented; to whether the relevant decisions affect 
academic staff personally and individually; to the 


implications decisions made will have for staff as a 


whole; and to the certainty with which areas of expertise 


can be identified. 
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e,g-,.(2)  'newbacultveaot~bducation Executive 
Committee which prepares the agenda for the Faculty of 
Education Council, a decision having implications for 
staff as a whole, is basically an elected body. 
e.g., (11) The Faculty of Education Tenure 
Commit ceen whi cheamakesmtonuresdecisronssretdated tomstart , 


pensonallyeandsindivi dual lyyesemainly van elected body. 
CaO. mide lneshactiltysOrehducaltion start Travel 


Committee) concerned withvapplying policy to decisions 
regarding staff travel finance allocation is a nominated 
committee as compared to an elected committee. 

eng sal VjmuepartMentsteachiing. teas sacterm: nig 
instructional strategies are established according to 
individual member's subject speciality. 

3. Where decisions are associated with the 
administrative function of the Faculty and are clearly 
defined procedural activities authority of decision- 
Making tends to reside in one person or a group of 
nominated people. 

e.g., (i) Department Chairman and/or his 
administrative assistant alone are involved in the 
management of the department office, say, for example, 


in managing the Departmental budget. 


Decisions and Decision Bodies 
In many cases particular decisions cannot necessarily 


be identified with one particular decision body, decisions 
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1S. 
being modified as a result of relationships established 
between different decision bodies. Perhaps the most 
obvious examples of this are the decisions that arise 
from Co-ordinating Subject Area Committee (i.e., a subject 
area committee across Departmental divisions) discussions, 
related to instructional strategies, resulting in 
modification to Teaching Team (i.e., a committee within a 


Single Department) decisions. 


FUNCTIONING PROCEDURES IN THE FACULTY 


DECISION-MAKING STRUCTURES 


Variety appears as the key word in any description 
OfLetie raculty decision structure: Variety Of 10Ci, of 
power, variety of membership patterns, variety of 
appointment methods and variety of decision types. It is 
not surprising, therefore, that the methods by which 
decisions are reached by the different elements of the 
decision structure are equally varied. Just as no one 
decision-making body exists within the Faculty so no one 
decision-making procedure exists either. 

This is best illustrated by reference to the 
responses of a number of interviewees who described the 
decision-making procedures of the Department of which they 
were a member. 

There are three loci of decision-making, although it 


is difficult to classify any decision emerging solely 
from one. The three loci are the Chairman's office, 
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Pherotat. Meeting, anausciceetiatu {roup,... ©here are 
both “formal and informal smal’ groups. Ad hoc or 
standing committees constitute the formal. A 
Chairman talking to individuals would be an example 
Serene nLormal, . 26. 


the basic decision-making body is the staff meeting 
PU eaCcacenic start, LOrawoiten ene, Ghairman acts as 
Manage airtime -exeCuLIVe orricer .... The Chairman 
can only provide incentive by giving staff freedom 
on Whtch “co "moves 


As a joint appointment I am heavily involved in one 
Department in decision-making which affects me. In 
theother “Department I am only one of a number of 
effective people.... One Department is structured, 
Presother unstructured. 


It is easier to describe what decision-making isn't 
in this Department ... Few matters are brought to a 
formal vote, except where regulations require it. 
Peet ont arbitrary decision-making by the Chairman. 
wee fie applLoacn 15 CO raise a2ssues, discuss them, 
and to make decisions on a "feeling" of consensus. 


Where certainty exists decisions are autocratic. 
Where uncertainty exists Matters are rererred to 


Anat VvloUals In svepartieteawn. seoaVislOn wearesolved 
by majority decision. 

Decisions ~areymege primarily through elected 
committees who bring decisions to Department meetings. 
There is an extensive network of committees all of 


whem .teel they can call upom the Deparment 
Ghatiman Om 1npucs 


Generally decisions are informal. 


A MOELLOM OL vote LS moseeunusual, DLSCuSs lone 1s 
Carried on until consensus is reached. 


Although similarities exist between different sets 
Of decision bodies there appears to be no overall 
communality of procedure for reaching a decision. 
MosMialitywsintoLlai ty, steucnure,  anuthoritarianism, Lack 
Gms CCUuCtire paCOnsencus, cecrelon, Oy umOLLOn end Majority 


vote, Chairman as resource person, and Chairman as 
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executive officer, are all important aspects of the 
decision-making procedure of the Faculty. 
This variety of procedure appears to have as its 


explanation at least three important factors. 


ie Revsonalrey 


The personality of the Chairman of the Department or 
the Dean, and the expectation he holds for decision- 
making processes within his sphere of influence is clearly 
a very influential determinant of the nature of procedures. 
This is illustrated very clearly by reference to 
interviewees' comments based onan historical perspective 
of.decision procedures. 

Note the point this Department is at historically. 

Formerly decision-making under a previous Chairman 

was authoritarian,.... A swing to democratic decision- 

Maven Le VCeure ne NOW sn. bees recognized tar 

the strength of the Department is in the strength 

OEsthiesstalLl. 

There has been a change over time, towards more 

Openness and greater participation. Whereas seniors 

have exerted more power than juniors, now power 

tends to be dispersed throughout all levels. 

The era in which the Dean shaped the Faculty is 

passed. The present Dean makes it possible for 

Gacultyve LOngL VG dtbhee rion eco the racuiny. 

Similarly, statements from Department Chairmen 
themselves illustrate the influence their beliefs about 
leadership and participation must have on decision 
procedures within a Department. Note, for example, the 


comments by different Chairmen that: 


TierChairman S COLE TS as ta sLactlitator and 
prodder. 
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The Chairman needs discretion in choosing areas 
for professor involvement in decision-making. 


Many decisions in a Department are facilitative 

to teaching, and vougne not be the vartamn "of the 
instructors.... The Chairman has far more 

knowledge relevant to many decisions. 

Some decisions the instructor must make himself 
Instructors should have the chance to influence any 
Gecision which Nasa pearing sone nus work, en fie. 
faculty should have opportunities to give views on 
larger issues not having immediate bearing on his 
work. 


Tneressnouldgbe nord tirerentiation, in roles ain 
determining the direction the Department should go. 


While no Department Chairman interviewed was 
prepared to admit to a place for total authoritarianism 
in decision-making, a continuum of expressed attitudes 
towards decision-making emerged, and is illustrated in 
the above quotations. On one side the Chairman's role 
was defined as that of a facilitator of consensual 
decision-making. The other end of the continuum appeared 
to be a situation where the Chairman retained the 
discretion to choose those areas in which instructors 
should / should not be involved in the decision-making 
process, and where they should be involved that this be 
by a democratic majority vote procedure wherever 


appropriate. 


2= Groups Size 


Regardless of the administrator's personal preference 
for specific procedures, he operates under certain 


physical constraints. Foremost among these in relation 
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LS 
to decision-making is group size, an influential 
determinan son choice ofsorocedune. 

Lil Saunrealistic #itorsexmample, elor«the Dean to 
encourage consensus in decision-making by the Faculty of 
Education Council, a body of more than one hundred and 
forty staff representing a variety of Departments and 
subject areas. Similarly, such an approach at the 
Department Assembly level of a large Department would be 
equally futile. However, it is an appropriate approach 
at a small Department Assembly, or ad hoc committee 
level. 

Referring to size, one Department Chairman commented: 

The problem of involvement becomes a very difficult 

one when the Department is very large. The 

Chairman becomes so bogged down.... The time factor 

becomes a real limit. Often the Chairman can only 

CONStULe; asamp lenoferaculty. 

Even where size does not totally inhibit more 
involvement-oriented decision techniques such as consensus 
it still remains a concern. As one interviewee put it: 

It would be helpful if decision-making could be 

formal izedaby -brainding. matters toca Vote. | lies 


dirEpiculLtetommreacheconsensus.  Stafli want CoO express 
an opinion, not necessarily to have opinion prevail. 


oe Group Composition 


Group composition is another relevant influence. 

Various group members have different expectations 
for participation and procedure, in a similar way to 
thatenocted, abouts Chairmengabove. 


Where decision bodies cut across discipline areas, 
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Department boundaries, or interest groups there is 
a tendency toward less cohesiveness in the group, often 
ret lectedsin avclear=ditierenttation of competing 
interests. Consensus as a decision procedure has little 
chancerv ina’ group, such as» this and some ® form of democratic 
voting becomes essential if decisions are to be taken. 

TDS) POine 1S beStei) lustrated by comparing the 
functioning of two Department Assemblies of comparable 
size. One Department has no clearly defined subject 
area OG Sub-department boundaries. Its procedure for 
reaching a decision is by consensus. The other has 
clearly defined subject area boundaries and appointed 
co-ordinators. The Department Assembly procedure for 
reaching a decision is by the motion-discussion-vote- 
majority decision approach. 

It must be’noted that this procedure is not 
explained, solelyein terms Of COnrilact-or-incterest 
problems. However, this is one of the several factors 
that in combination tend to cause the choice of specific 


decision-making procedures. 


PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH IDENTIFYING 


A DECISION-MAKING STRUCTURE 


While it is relatively simple to identify an 
existing formal decision-making structure it is extremely 


unwise to assert with assurance that the identified 
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structure actually represents the process by which 
decisions are reached or that the structure actually has 
the” capacity to function in the way it was designed to 
function. At least four features are evident in the 
Faculty which suggest that any such assertion would be 


PTUs erouce 


1. The Locus of Power 

It is uncertain that the locus of power exists where 
the formal structure suggests it exists. Three examples 
illustrate this. 

(ije thesmajor responsibility of the Faculty of 
Education wouncil is thesderinition of Faculty goals and 
making major policy decisions about programs. These 
responsibilities have been conducted in the normal 
fashion of monthly meetings and committee action. 
However, the Executive Committee has been delegated 
authority to prepare the agenda for the regular monthly 
WN silei INS alaeyey vee elie IEA Ros)). Geeabone ober 

Consequently, a significant amount of power to make 

Major decisions now resides in one committee which 

includes relatively small staff representation. One 

effect has been to reduce the signiticance of FEC 
meetings and to remove the discussion of certain 
issues from the Faculty wide arena. The presence of 

a substantial number of “for information only" items 

on the agenda of the FEC and the relatively low 

attendance rate may be indicative of a problem. 

Expressions of opinion from a variety of interviewees 


Support the position taken above, e.g., 


In the opinion of some the Executive have exercised 
iiitivatcive in dreds thats mone nave come, tO Council. 
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No judgement is being passed on the correctness of 
this procedure or otherwise. What is relevant is that it 
exemplitiesstheltact thattwhilettheoretically power is 
vested vin one body/in’ practicesit®may well exist™in 
another. 

(ii) In 1973-4 there were in the Faculty Standing 
Committees, Advisory Committees for Supporting Services, 
and the Dean's Committees one hundred and fifteen 
possible positions on decision-making bodies. This 
number excluded those positions determined by a person's 
administrative rank, e.g., the Dean on the Executive 
Conmittbee forsthe, Co-ordinatorson the (Curriculum Laboratory 
Advisory Committee, etc. Although there are in excess of 
one hundred and forty staff, these positions are vested 
ineseventy=seven ‘stafi;*thabdis, in less than sixty 
percent of the academic staff membership. Thirty-one 
(21%) are involved on two or more committees, fourteen 
(10%) are involved in three or more, and nine are 
tnvolwed ein fouror more... Wot) surprisingly cach bar 
one. of «those involved iin four or more “Ws a Department 
Chairman. 

Two facts emerge that are relevant to this 
discussion about the loci of power. 

(aie Althoughetherconceptrot instructor 
participation) in decision=makingiis accepted an its 
operational form, participation beyond Faculty of 


Education Council or Department Assembly cannot, and 
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does not allow for involvement of all. 

(b) There are a small number of people, 
other than Department Chairmen, who have greater 
involvement than others over a wide range of areas. It 
seems reasonable to assume that such involvement will 
provide this minority group with a larger sphere of 
influence in decision-making than is normally the case. 

(iii) The ability to make an operable decision 
depends to an extent upon the access to relevant 
information that a decision-maker has. Several 
interviewees intimated that in the Faculty the locus 
of power in decision-making was, in fact, a function of 


access to information, and that some individuals played 


a greater role than others solely because their position 


provided them with greater access. 

Thus it would seem that the formal structures 
established for decision-making and the actual locus of 
power may not always be congruent. It must also be 
recognized, however, that even within the formal 
structure of. the Faculty recognition of possible 
incongruencies has been made, with the development of 
avenues for individuals removed from operational power 
bases to influence decisions. These are basically 
concerned with providing easy access to the mechanisms 
of decision-making. In the terms of one interviewee: 

"Ease of access is another way of participating." 


and of another: 
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Instructor involvement may be defined as the 

Opportunity to make a point of view or concern 

Known, pond toOsreact sto sanyereport af it is not 

appropriate. 

SUCH raCCesSs Can be attarmed by letter, brict, 
appeal against a decision, self nomination to committees 
from the floor as compared to nomination by the nomination 
committee, and by personal contact with Department 
Chairmen and the Dean. Of course how successful such 
avenues of accessibility are is dependent to a large 


extent upon how their utility is perceived by individual 


staff members. 


2. External Agencies 
Thewsecendwe teatubesMasiIng 1, Giiercult, tovidentiry 
a decision structure which actually represents the 
decision-making process is the influence that decisions 
taken by external agencies have on activities particularly 
relevant to individual Faculties or Departments. 
Several Department Chairmen noted, for example, 
the influence financial decisions by the Department of 
Advanced Education and the University Board of Governors 
had” on budgetary decision-making within the Departments: 
There are various areas where the degree of 
discretion is =sOsnaLcows Lees DOlNtLess tol mnvolve 
people.... Especially at the Department level there 
1s not much to talk about in the area of budget 
Ciloeey Couee.. 6 
In the Faculty budget decision-making is a pot of 
money divided by the Dean through discussion .... 


this Department's only option in financial decision- 
making will be in the area of Supplies and Sundries, 
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and the only decision will be can we cut up the 
Drew ineasdut herent waver. ct. 


iNgdesitilar Lasiionminesraculty of Education 
Council is limited by the rules governing teacher 
certittcation (e.g., in relation: to requirements for 
a teaching practicum), and by the University regulations 
governing all Faculties. 
Consequently many decisions arise which: 
(i) The Faculty may not be in total agreement with. 
(ii) The Faculty or Department has little or no 
authority to change. 
(iii) Pre-determine the nature of a series of 


consequential decisions within the Faculty or Department. 


ote implementation Of@becrsions 


Even where decisions are made within the formal 
decision-making structure, there can be no certainty that 
the implementers of the decision will accommodate the 
spirit of the decision in the implementation. 

From discussions with interviewees it became 
apparent that at least two factors inhibit effective 
applacatvivon) Of decis1onsemade wbys tormal structures. 

(i) The nature of the Faculty organization means 
Ghat Much sOi= The ,decislon-makingme Sea, lengthy process. 
This becomes especially so when approval for decisions 
is required beyond the Faculty level at the General 
Faculties Council (University) level. 
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(e.9.mapprovaleofttamnewamprogrameot study) therescan be 
aS Many aS eight stages in the procedure before a final 
decision is made. Where decisions are required as a 
Matter,orpurgency, therefore, at@is likely that, informal, 
interim decisions will be taken by those most affected by 


thestack) ofedecision: 


PiIgurvers 7 AweOsc le Decise On-MacingsProcedurce for 
imp lLementationsoL. Polacy Proposal 


Individual ——> Committee ——> Department ———> Faculty 
Assembly Executive 
Committee 


‘ 


Implementation <—— General rr Appeal <x Faculty 


Facultres Procedures Council 
EGounesd 


(li) SDecisvon=making as very difiuse! injits ampact. 
This is reflected in the effect one decision can have on 
the need for further decisions. A formal decision often 
stimylates a variety of informal decisions by individuals 
assigned the task of implementing the formal decision. 
These facilitating decisions occur especially where 
decisions are made by bodies which are not fully conversant 
with all the relevant information or who have failed to 
consider all the implications of the decisions for 
administration. 


One interviewee described this effect when he noted 


that: 
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Many of the structures developed in this Department 

and in the Faculty have developed not from any 

deliberate decision-making, but from unofficial 

aselon takenm (by ther@Chairman) to facilitate the 

implementation of Other decisions. 

(47 eelne this contexte cnouldsalso be noted that 
in any particular case the effectiveness of any decision 


taken will be dependent upon the perception and support 


of the individuals involved in the implementation. 


SUMMARY 


This chapter has attempted to describe the formal 
CecloLlen-Making estbuctunre OL the Faculty of Education. 
Several features have been noted which make it extremely 
Giiiiculemsto  specity any particular structure) as an 
appropriate description of decision-making in the Faculty. 
Among these difficulties are the problem of whether 
the formal structure actually represents the informal loci 
of power in decision-making; the modifying influence that 
decisions taken by external agencies have on many 
decisions that might be made within the Faculty; and 
the possible incongruency between the formal decision and 
the decision as implemented. 

Nevertheless, a variety of important features of 
the formal decision-making structure were identified. 
Among these are: 

1. A variety of decision-making bodies are located 


at different levels of the organization. 


ou 7 agen mn 


i "a eign | mask Bc 


y navel » ovat 


; 7 
8 2° oe bios 


a ‘ : ; : , 
y a y Od Doan lee ~ tole areal 3 - % 
i ‘plesut oh 4 : 


ask ORIN aA ct 
ON hic aa bok etl 
~retnadivenigns exit nt beetowit 


> af 


| ; _ 


Laaiso% any. erkedoake 1d begpesis asi Raa 
pApceaurts 4 Viiueat of9 Yo swwsouTds 
‘haan $k eat (tile leven seed ovad4 
Hs eA. ‘wuniolingp is eusteg ‘ts ‘jineqa a2 BL 
cats oud ot ce anrtachd iaetiat 1s sobsghvoesb 
. Phi ois Ao engin mt a7ty sista ieath ead’ |g 
lane chidm edi “ik pean aipa gilesior wulssécda Tet 
THe Shhh tee i pte Pa ED poe Poles oem mt 
“ae fo wont! frases Saran eS oats? 
a sidéiw ebaa va Gighe sadkd> 
atm sna eprted yaar gnaomd abe 
to {toler 6  newletizevel 


7 


2a Membership ditterssaccording to the level and 
purpose of the body. 

oe Membershiprdeifersmaccording to the type of 
decision being made. 

4) the method cz fappointment varies according. to 
the type of decision being made. 

5. Decisions cannot always be identified with a 
Particular decision body. 

6. Procedures for making decisions vary with 
different decision-making bodies. 

The variety of decision structures and procedures, 
range of membership and methods of appointment and their 
relationship to the purpose of the decision body and the 
type of decision being made can be at least partially 
explained in terms of the certainty or uncertainty of 
the decision taken. Certainty can be described in terms 
Ol#: 

Ll) Theedirectionvor Llackyof direction given, vo 
decisions by existing policy. 

2. Knowledge about the impact decisions will have 
on the Faculty and its members. 


This relationship is summarized in Figure 5. 


While this chapter has described and analysed the 
formal decision-making structure of a Faculty of 
Education as it appears to exist to an outside observer, 


it must be recognized that the reality of its existence 
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and tne perception Of its "existence may differ. This 
is especially important for those operating within the 
structure. The next three chapters report on the 
perceptions of the decision structure held by the 
academic faculty, especially emphasizing discrepancies 
between how they currently perceive its operation and how 
they would prefer 16 to be. Chapter S reports on the 
general perceptions of, and expectations held by faculty 


as a whole for participation in decision-making. 
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CHAPTER 5 


PACULTY PERCEPTIONS OF AND EXPECTATIONS 


FOR PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-MAKING 


INTRODUCTION 


In Chapter 4 the nature of the existing formal 
Faculty decision-making structure was described and 
analysed. It was noted that regardless of the actual 
Eeabreveorugany ssl Cuctune, swoidtelsoeiMportant ior Andiavidual 
faculty is how they perceive that reality. This chapter 
concerns itself with these perceptions, both as faculty 
currently perceive their level of involvement and as they 
would prefer their level of involvement to be. 

Consequently, this chapter is concerned with tne 
following questions: 

1. How do faculty perceive their current role in 
the decision-making structures of the Faculty? 

4., How would the, faculty prefer to, be anvolved an 
Faculty decision-making? 

3. What discrepancies exist between faculty 
perceptions of their curment level loft jparnticrpation, an 
decision-making and their preferences for participation 
in decision-making? 

The chapter will report on the responses of faculty 
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as a whole, with no differentiation being made between 


Chessub-groups that existe within the Faculty - 


CURRENT AND PREFERRED PERCEPTIONS OF FACULTY 


INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION-MAKING 


Figure 6 presents a series of frequency polygons 
representing total faculty responses to PART B of the 
questionnaire, regarding faculty's current and preferred 
perceptions of their level of involvement in decision- 
making. 

Figure 6(a) represents the aggregate of responses 
for all questions. Figures 6(b)-(h) represent the 
aggregates of responses for all questions within each of 
the seven decision areas defined in this study. Looking 
at each of these graphs separately, a number of 


observations can be made. 


total Responses CO All Ouestiens Coltective ly. 


Piqureso.a)) willustretess che simpotealle responses 
made to all decision areas identified in the questionnaire. 
Each percentage represented on the graph for individual 
decision-type categories represents the total number of 
times that category was selected by respondents, as a 
percentage of the total possible number of times it could 
have been selected. The trends illustrated, therefore, 


are only ansgeneral indicatorsot the overall pattern of 
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Tesponse by the faculty, regardless of the grouping of 
decision areas. 

In this context,:a number of trends emerge. 

1. Faculty respond diversely in expressing their 
perceptions of Current and Preferred levels of instructor 
involvement in Faculty decision-making. All types of 
decision-making involvement as identified by the 
questionnaire categories are chosen at some point by 
respondents, although the percentage of times chosen 
varies widely (see Appendix D for actual percentages). 

2. Faculty chose DETERMINATION only 10% of the 
time in describing their perception of Current involvement. 
Similarly DETERMINATION was chosen only 11% of the time 
when Preferred levels of involvement were being described. 
Apparently faculty neither perceive their involvement as, 
NOGEWaAl tem tecOubG,  tOLaleautnoricy will respect tO, policy. 
enudw@ccbiOn. 

3. The category chosen most as a description of 
Current involvement was NONE. The category chosen most 
often as a description of Preferred involvement was JOINT 
ACTION. Superficially, this would seem to suggest that 
there is a vast difference between what faculty perceive 
as their present level of involvement and what they would 
prefer. Closer examination, however, suggests that this 
is not the case. 

An analysis of individual responses, and of the 


changes in response from the Current category to the 
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Preferred category indicates that there are three types 
of people responding. There are those who perceive 
themselves as Formally (as defined in Chapter 1) involved 
in decision-making with the administration, and wish to 
maintain that status. There are those who perceive 
themselves as only Informally involved (as defined in 
Ghaptersl) or not involved atral i, and wish to-increase 
their level of involvement. Finally, there are those who 
perceive themselves as not involved and who wish to 
ierntalnmcneatestatus.. (1s interesting thati there is 
only a very small number of responses representing a group 
who perceive themselves as involved and who do not wish 
this. This number is so small as to be relatively 
Piston & cant. 

Thus Figure 6(a) appears to describe a situation 
in which there are in existence clearly defined groups of 
"haves" and “have nots" in the decision-making, a fact 
implied in Chapter 4 when it was noted that committee 
positions were vested in a low percentage of total staff 
members. 

This is further emphasized by Figure 7 which 
illustrates the level of faculty decisional equilibrium, 
Saturation and deprivation, as andicated, byathes Cotal 
number of responses in each category for all questions 
collectively. (The method of calculating this index of 
decisional condition is described in Chapter 3.) As 


Figure 7 shows, a large percentage of responses cluster 
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Tie cWOROtm Nemtitecsdecio1Ona m= cone tions. [he Majority 
OE KespOnscomi Nc). Cace CONG EI1ONS fOr Gecrsional equid .poraum 
forustiespascticular items soescorea. In other words, 582 
Of responses to PART B of the questionnaire indicated that 
Ehesrespomtent cs Currentepencepr1on sor nis level or 
involvement in decision-making was equivalent to the 
level of involvement preferred. 

A significant minority of responses indicated a 
condition of decisional deprivation for each specific 
item responded to. In other words, 39% of responses 
indicated that the respondent perceived a level of 
involvement which was less than preferred. 

A very small minority of responses (3%) indicated 
eaconave om OfsGecisiOnal saturation,» Lhat is, (very 
few responses indicated that the respondents for 
particular items perceived that their current level of 
involvement in decision-making was more than that they 
preleEreq. 

Ate lee LS also possible, fo Interpret the responses 
in terms of perceived and preferred INFORMAL or FORMAL 
involvement, where INFORMAL involvement is defined as the 
categories NONE and DISCUSSION, and FORMAL involvement 
is identified as CONSULTATION, JOINT ACTION and 
DETERMINATION. Using this dichotomy to distinguish 
between responses, a clear change in type of response 
from Current Perception to Preferred existence is evident. 


Ofsthe 542 of responses inaieating Current Perceptions of 
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INFORMAD anvolvement, halts (ez i2eofstotal responses) 
Change to preferences of FORMAL involvement. 

5. One further implication appears clear. While 
faculty have little expressed desire for total control 
over decision-making, they do prefer a particular quality 
OFS Lecooni Clon Ob thei rerolem eliey appear to feel that at 
their opinion is of value and worthwhile obtaining, then 
there should be some formality to the process of obtaining 
EhSesOpinton, and) LO the remlectton or 1b mn thesfanal 
decisions. 

fhe Nature Of thisvanalysisor faculty responses 
in general seems to be further supported by both 
unsolicited responses on the questionnaire and by interview 
responses. 

Two comments serve as an example of the diversity 
Of perception of *current Jévelis of involvement: 

As a "junior" faculty member I have little cumulative 

contact with the more senior people who dominate 

policy = salars es) and® psomotion sete. prhus Ti have 

Meni ered bu limyawencielit ble chance o£ producing 

effective change within the Faculty. 

Tip awe slele, Klvaqenerc iets) claves Welk) jeteberc Weney eg 
respondent's questionnaire indicated by his responses high 
levels of decisional deprivation for most decision areas 
identified. 

The response of another interviewee emphasizes the 
diversity. 

There is tremendous involvement of all -levels in 


the formuLataone®ot pommeLlesiwa.c. In “terms. ofgan 
organizational model in, for example, business or 
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industry, there is a tremendous amount of 
Darticrpation. 


Not surprisingly, this respondent indicated a 
condition of decisional equilibrium in his questionnaire 
responses. 

That respondents were cautious in choosing 
DETERMINATION as either the Current or Preferred level 
of involvement was also supported by interviewees' 
statements. Frequent reference was made to the importance 
of restricting involvement to particular areas where 
personal responsibility was the greatest. 

Basica llyethesinstructormshnouldshave: jurasdi ction 

in those areas in which the effects of decisions 

fallanehisesspheresw i iietherampact) or tthe decision 

falls beyond that sphere then he must get his power 
base) Lromathesareay tnawhirch thebampact  falis: 

There has ultimately to be an identification of 

responsibility,... Better decisions are made when 

people are involved through a group-think process. 

Similarly, a number of interviewees made basically 
the same observation that: 

We have to recognize our own bailiwick and operate 

Within Ti avseriniplgicabions oLadecisicns may not be 

seen by instructors. Decisions should be made at 

the level where implications are the greatest, 

where the far reaching consequences will fall. 

At the same time, however, a majority of interviewees 
expressed sentiments similar to those expressed in the 
econment chat: 

THEeINSeLUcCtOr NaS vosrigitero ase tull Knowledge sas 

possible about decisions being made that affect him 

anderaculty and haseticsmight to Vote, On this: i1nyterms 
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Thus, while interviewees generally saw a need to 
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recognize restrictions on the extent of their involvement 
in decision-making, they also expressed a need for 
recognition of the involvement in decision-making in a 
formal way such as voting. 

Looking more specifically at particular decision 
areas it can be seen that the general response trends 
indicated by overall total faculty responses are also 
evident. The differences are in emphasis only, not in 


Che nature of the trends dmwscussed above. 


Pacu ty Recruitment 
PirguLes OO) (eel. oy) slilustrates! that, sum, Of al! 


Besponseccamace TOecic GeCtsloOn abed Of aCully ReChuLEmenc 
with each percentage represented on the graph indicating 
the total numbers of times that category was selected by 
respondents for the decision area of Faculty Recruitment. 

Similar LO Figure, ola) "a diversity of responses 
occurred; DETERMINATION was chosen infrequently both in 
Current and Preferred choices; NONE was the most 
frequently chosen category in Current Perception choices; 
and there was a strong movement from currently perceived 
INFORMAL involvement to preferred FORMAL involvement. 

FOr this decision alea, 456 Of Current Perception 
responses were in the NONE category, and 1% were for 
DETERMINAPION. Sixty-two percent of Current responses 
indicated perception of INFORMAL involvement in decision- 


making. 
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In Preferred responses 18% of scores were in the 
category of NONE and 7% in DETERMINATION. However, only 
38% of responses indicated a preference for INFORMAL 
involvement. There was a swing of 24% from Current 
perceived FORMAL involvement to Preferred FORMAL 
involvement. 

That a significant percentage of respondents 
currently viewed themselves as deprived of decisional 
involvement is also indicated by the decisional condition 
inde xet Ort NosdecisiOnsareasos ayaculty sRecruitment. 

As Figure 7 demonstrates 44% of responses indicate a 
state of decisional deprivation. This is offset to an 
extent by a 54% score for decisional equilibrium. Only 
2% of scores indicate a state of decisional saturation. 
This further supports the concept of a clearly defined 
group of perceived "haves" and "have nots" in decision 
involvement existing in the Faculty, at least as applied 
to this decision area. 

One of the most notable aspects of this pattern is 
the 18% of responses which remain in the NONE category 
for Preferred choices. Reference to results of specific 
decision items within the general decision area indicates 
Cho Levtiomcane ler ex Ola lnecde MeveitisuOL a dt Lcrent 
response pattern for items 2, 5, and to a lesser extent 4 
of PART B of the questionnaire, compared to the other 
three items. Each of these maintains a relatively high 


percentage response in the NONE and DISCUSSION categories, 
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Table 11: Total Percentage Responses in NONE and 
DISCUSSION Categories for Preferred Involvement 


in Decision-Making in Faculty Recruitment 


(Gane eA kG ey) 
Item Preferred Preferred Total 
NONE DISCUSSION 
Ay iS 16 19 
2 39 23 62 
0 

ae 28 45 

S 50 26 76 

6 7 As] 19 


The high scoring items in this category in the case 
of 2 and 5 are concerned with the recruitment of staff 
outside the respondent's department. Item 4 refers to 
the recruitment of administrative faculty other than the 
Dean or Department Chairman. Their responses appear quite 
consistent with reports earlier in the chapter of 
interviewee's expressed desires to keep their involvement 
within their own bailiwick. Apparently the "bailiwick" 
LOrstacuLey SeChulliicnic eleeceLined as tie department 
within which the respondents are employed. 

The differences in response generated by "within" 


and "outside" department decisions implied here will be 
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The pattern of response indicated in the Total 
Responses and Faculty Recruitment categories is evident 
once more. 

Again the magnitude of responses to various 
Categories differs. Fifty-nine percent of Current 
Perception responses group in the NONE category and over 
753 of the responses indicated perceived INFORMALITY in the 
level of decision-making involvement. In the Preferred 
category, however, there is a larger shift from perceived 
INFORMAL involvement to preferred FORMAL involvement than 
Rope vei ce nec UCie tv On ineudheac (lOta ly Responses and 
Hac WwheyeReCEut einen bp arSOnrarec Mocussec. s slits sailor 
29% again emphasizes the probable existence of a large 
group of persons who perceive themselves to be "have nots" 
in the decision-making process and wish for greater 
recognition of their role. 

Evidence for this is provided once again by Figure 7(c) 
(p. 133) which illustrates that 42% of responses in 
the decision area of Faculty Status indicate a condition 
ofedecisional@deprivation, o> sa condition of decisional 
equilibrium, and 2% decisional saturation. 

Despite this, there still remains a sizeable 
percentage of responses in the Preferred INFORMAL 


involvement categories. Again, looking specifically at 
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individual items, the influence of own-department centred 
rtems compared to other-department centred items, partly 
explains the’ remaining concentration of responses in the 


NONE category for Preferred involvement. 


Table 12: Total Percentage Responses in NONE and 
DISCUSSION Categories for Preferred Involvement 
inevecision-Meaking in Fachity Status (n = 100) 


Item Preferred Preferred fOtad. 
NONE DISCUSSION 
7 56 14 70 
8 16 ted 35 
| Ze 14 ou) 
10 14 23. 55 
Bas iy. Ze =)5) 
Ny 38 26 64 


Item 7 is concerned with promotions outside the 
respondent's department, thus supporting the trend noted 
for Faculty Recruitment. item 12, however, is concerned 
Withetherevalvation Of Othnem instructors, Thistamplnes 
another, dimension to) the anstructor's “own bailiwick™; 

a desire not to be involved in possibly unfavorable 


personal decision-making about other instructors. 
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While responses to Current and Preferred involvement 
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ineacademi cal Lanning sands louley also support the 
previously noted general trends, a modification of this 
pattern is evident) for this decision area. There is 
still a diversity of responses; DETERMINATION is chosen 
infrequently as a response; and there is a 27% movement of 
responses from Current perceived INFORMAL involvement to 
Preferred FORMAL involvement. 

This movement in responses is again indicated in 
Eiesdccistond Wicondi tions ndexs Lom Academic Pe lanningmand 
POI CWO Cia BlUStbateomampacee rim Vvelyusiini lar tOMtnat 
for the previously mentioned decision areas. 

However, of the decision areas discussed to this 
POMuUpBtOeswls thes fircsteinawiven less thanes02, 00 the 
responses falls into the NONE and DISCUSSION (INFORMAL) 
categories for Current Perception of involvement. Only 
22% of Preferred responses were in these two categories. 

The magnitude of this change in pattern is 
emphasized when it is realized that two items contribute 
far more heavily to the NONE/DISCUSSION categories 
than the others. 

Table 13 illustrates that items 14 and 20 both 
attract relatively large numbers of responses to the 
NONE/DISCUSSION categories. Each of these items identifies 
an area which represents an out-of-department decision, a 


pattern similar to that noted for decision areas discussed 


earlier. 
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Table 13: Total Percentage Responses in NONE and DISCUSSION 
Categories for Preferred Involvement in Decision- 


Making in Academic Planning and Policy (n = 100) 


Item Preferred Preferrea total 
NONE DISCUSSION 
dee) 2 3 5 
14 9 30 SH) 
1S) 4 ed 21. 
16 2 a5 AGS) 
A 4 17 2 
18 6 10 16 
1.9 1 8 2) 
20 24 23 47 


This change in pattern can apparently be explained in 
terms of the nature of the decision area being 
investigated. Excluding items 14 and 20 each of the items 
is concerned with decisions either directly related to 
course programs or to the maintenance and development of 
facilities and resources which are considered essential to 


the continuance of the programs. 


Academic Operations 
Response to the decision area of Academic Operations 


PLoduceG wd) pattern notably, ditterent from thosevwso far 
discussed. While the tendency for a percentage of 


responses to move from the NONE/DISCUSSION categories for 


| oe a ye ; 2 

Be Demarest he v5 3+ . f 
7 ' tn iy ea 
ee al 

Se ee 


Latet 98S peanmitet 


t 


, ? 


nM a 
“ e 
ag i 
os ee 
fers | 
ie 3 
Q i 
7 of 


Ase PAP Hite kage: ety 4s wAGdba | rig! 20" 

aioe? iad Vo atte Ot enh ot ties d. podbot sadoc tently 
(2 pucuiet phnwih relake anokatoes idiw Soateomnal my a 

+o deite-tyinbyihdt. Moe th ached Adi wid oF 40. ateTpoTy can 
7 laLinuna®: so Rab fold~° sen qwowks Dak erect 


aw 


cl Den ethke So eddea toned jar xavtokg AL epee Sle ; 


at 


Mipeig sit Yo set - 


a 7 7 
. & at #0 SD. * - 


io fie doletnoly: add OF wanegua’ | 175 

| ma | : 

gran a 0 voowhesd sdt eLkdW | he aiee: 
7 : 7: - , - i 


Th AY) | 7 : i ? a 
~~ 


| - i 


144 
Prrrenvaborceptlon Of involvements torCONSULTATION/JOINE 
ACTION/DETERMINATION remained, the movement came from only 
Z20650F responses, much lessethan for all other decision 
aredsme*xCeptsintlLaslvacultysOngantzation. © Only, 293 ss0f 
responses indicated a condition of decisional deprivation. 
in contrast 68% of responses indicated a condition of 
decisional equilibrium and only 3% indicated decisional 
Saturation. weluethis areayethen,.~ a large:majonity of 
responses indicated satisfaction with their present level 
of decisional involvement. 

For Current Perception NONE was not the response 
category most chosen. Rather, choices were spread over 
all categories with JOINT ACTION being chosen slightly 
more often than DETERMINATION, DISCUSSION, CONSULTATION ana 
finally NONE. While JOINT ACTION was the most popular 
category for Preferred involvement, DETERMINATION was also 
chosen relatively more times than was the case for the 
other decision areas. 

This difference in response pattern can again be 
explained in terms of the nature of the decision area. The 
items within this decision area are concerned mainly with 
classroom pehavion (e.c.je2cems 626 andi 28). on, wach 
facilitating classroom yperionmance (4.0.1, 1bemsi2i eg 22, 
23,24 and 27). The decision area of Academic Operations 
appears to be that with which instructors identify most 
closely as their own bailiwick. The closer the decision 


area is to the instructor's day-to-day activities, the 
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MOBCUNGEGCs hea tO Nave Ota pecontero! Over the decision. 
This seems to be emphasized when the responses to items 
26 and 28 are considered individually. 
Table 14 illustrates the responses for Preferred 
InVOLVeMenteror=_tvem=2oy7mCherce Of Instructional Practices, 


and item 28, Development of Evaluation Procedures. 


Table 14: Responses for Preferred Involvement in Decision 
Areas, Items 26 and 28 (n = 100) 


Beem Category of Response 
NONE .DISCUSSION CONSULTATION JOINT DETERMINATION 
ACTION 
26 9 7 9 6 69 
28 6 5 16 Ong Silk 


The desire for total control in these areas by most 
tistENecOrs ss quite evident trom ther clusteming Of Jtne 
majority of responses in the DETERMINATION and (to a 
Pescsermpexctent tor item 26) the JOINT ACTION, cavegories. 
The general trend of this desire was confirmed in the 
interviews in which all twenty-eight interviewees responded 
in a similar fashion regarding those areas in which 
instructors should be heavily involved in the decision= 
making. 
e.g. Course content is the area of most authority for the 
instructor. He should have independence in choosing 


content. Of course, feedback is welcome, as it is 
important to thrash out problems and avoid overlap. 
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eget ne Instructor shoulduhave: the chance to influence 
any decision which has a bearing on his work. 


Financial Planning anOme Olney, 


The response pattern for the decision area of 
Financial Planning and Policy again follows the pattern 
noted earlier. A variety of responses are chosen; in 
Current Perception the category most often chosen is NONE 
and 72% of responses fall in the NONE/DISCUSSION categories; 
thefcategory least™ chosen for both Current Perception and 
Preferred involvement is DETERMINATION (2%); and there is 
movement of responses from the INFORMAL involvement 
categories to the FORMAL involvement categories in 
respondent's stated preferences compared to their current 
perceptions. 

However, there are at least two aspects of responses 
to this decision area which are noteworthy. 

1. The magnitude of the movement of responses from 
the INFORMAL categories on the Current Perception scale 
to the FORMAL categories on the Preferred involvement scale 
far exceeded that of any of the other decision areas. 
While 72% of responses on the Current Perception scale 
were in the NONE/DISCUSSION categories, in the Preferred 
involvement scale only 31% of responses fell in these two 
categories. That is, there was a 41% change in allocation 
of responses. 

The importance of this movement is indicated in the 


decasional condition index3w. eas Fagure 7) (p< 133) 
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illustrates, Financial Planning and Policy is the one 
decision area in which there is a majority of responses 
(54%) indicating a condition of decisional deprivation. 
Only 44% of responses indicate decisional equilibrium 
Ande eoeOcets 1 Onal Saturation sen ltnough thesimplications of 
this result will be more fully discussed in later chapters 
it is relevantto note here that while instructors appear 
to want greater involvement, interviews indicate that 
this is one area where conditions (e.g., external 
pressures limiting finance) make greater involvement 
relatively pointless. Limitations on finance have reduced 
the decision-making to a consideration of where to reduce 
spending in areas such as supplies, sundries and equipment. 

2. This was the only decision area in which the 
CONSULTATION category (37%) was most often chosen on the 
Preferred involvement scale. For all other decision areas 
JOINT ACTION was the response most often chosen on the 
Preferred involvement scale. 

These two aspects of the response pattern to the 
gecisionsarcasor HinaneciallPlanning and Policy taken 
together suggest that this area is one in which instructors 
want more involvement than they presently perceive 
themselves as having, but, at the same time, do not 
Gesire, either overall control, nor in a majority of cases 
even joint control. However, generally speaking, they 


expect formal recognition of their opinion. 
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intrastsculeyeOrganization 


Popes response. pattern mmmatne aecision area Of Intra— 
Faculty Organization indicates some of the general trends 
noctedscarlter,, Viz. a d1versitysoleresponses and an 182 
movement of responses from Current perceived INFORMAL 
involvement to Preferred FORMAL involvement. 

There are several differences from the general trend, 


however, similar in some ways to the pattern of Academic 


Operations and to a lesser extent that of Academic Planning 
and Policy. Like Academic Operations relatively few 


respondents on both the Current and Preferred scales chose 
NONE and the variation in response from Current to 

Preferred scales is comparatively small. Further, similar 
LO, born Academic, Operations and —AcademicyPlanning jand Policy 
less than 50% of responses fall into the NONE and 

DISCUSSION (INFORMAL) categories for either scale. 

This decision area was also one for which there was 
a large percentage of responses (68%) indicating a 
COndita cn of Gecisional equilibrium. “Cnly 26> of responses 
suggested a level of decisional deprivation. 

This pattern described above is understandable in 
terms of the specific items measured within this particular 
decision area. The majority of these are concerned with 
the establishment of committees, a process for which 
clearly identifiable procedures have been developed. It 


LSeUGLEsULpGatsing that eae baLgesmajOmutysoL Current 


Perception responses for items 37, 38, 39, 40 and 42 score 
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in the FORMAL involvement categories of CONSULTATION, 
JOINT ACTION and DETERMINATION. 

As *Pab lets 5 shows "theresa ‘slaght/gradation of 
responses ‘according “to “the Slocus"of “the ‘decision Higher 
percentages are recorded for Current Perception responses 
in the FORMAL involvement categories for decisions related 
to Department committees (items 37 and 39), than for 
decisions related to Faculty committees (items 38 and 40) 
and to the involvement of students (item 42) in decisions. 
A similar pattern is evident for Preferred responses, with 
the exception of involvement of students in decisions 
which scores the second highest percentage of responses 


in the FORMAL involvement categories. 


Table 15: Total Percentage Responses in All Categories for 
Current (C.) and Preferred (P.) Involvement in 


Decrsion—-Making an Intra-Faculty, Organization 


(n =100) 
Leem Responses 
NONE DISCUSSION CONSULTATION JOINT DETERMINATION 
ACTION 
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In items 36 and 41 which are concerned with the 
establishment and maintenance of administrative structures 
and procedures, scores tend to be lower in FORMAL 
involvements categorl less Orsbothsperceptions sof the Current 
Situation and the Preferred situation. In other words, not 
as many people currently perceive their involvement or 
preterit as formal in’ decision-making relating to purely 
administrative aspects as they do in areas that appear to 
be directly concerned with decisions that affect the 


PnSELuctOrsGci rectly. 


Faculty-Environment Interaction 
In the decision area of Faculty-Environment Interaction 


ther general trend of a diversity of rsesponses, and of a 
29% movement from INFORMAL to FORMAL categories when 
comparing Current and Preferred responses are again 
apparent. Fifty-five percent of responses indicate a 
eondition Of decisional equilibrium, and only 39% decisional 
deprivation. 

Several aspects of the response pattern differ, 
however. 

Lewin the Current Perception scale the category 
most chosen is DISCUSSION (30%) rather than NONE (26%). 

2. ehoreboth the Current sand sPreferred scales 
DETERMINATION attracts a notable response of at least 15% 
Giecholcoa. 
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only one oe hes a number of respondents apparently 
indicate a desire for a lesser degree of involvement than 
they presently perceive as the case. In total numbers 
this movement is not great. Only 6% of responses indicate 
arCOnaltion of deCisvonalssatlusarl On. seLts: importance 
derives from the fact that this is the only area where such 
a movement is consistent. 

The movement is concerned mainly with the DETERMINATION 


category. Table 16 illustrates the percentage of Current 


and Preferred responses for items 44 - 50. 
Table 16: Percentage Current and Preferred Responses in 
DETERMINATION category (n = 100) 
Eee Current: Preferred Difference 
DETERMINATION DETERMINATION 

44 19 16 3 
45 2 2 0 
46 4 5 i 
47 PL) Be 5 
48 4 3 A: 
49 16 edt 5 
50 47 41 6 


Thus, while the ditterence as) very small, it does 
suggest a body of people who wish to decrease their level 


of decision involvement in this area. This appears more 
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evident fortmeemns 4749 and 50 and to a lesser extent 44. 
These are the items concerned with personal involvement 
Withee people or institutions, external to’ the University, 
CrEnereEneatne capaci cy OuminstTUCtOreon researcher. — No 
explanation for this pattern is discernible from the 


questionnaires or interviews. 


DECISIONAL DEPRIVATION SCORES FOR INDIVIDUAL ITEMS 


TOmthis spomits the majorite yeonediscussionshas centred 
around total response scores for all items, or for items 
within a decision area. 

Such an approach tends to disguise important 
differences in responses to individual items, which may 
have implications for instructor involvement in. decision- 
making. In an attempt to overcome this inadequacy 
Tabbe L/ identifies 12 items, each of which attracted a 
Majority of responses indicating decisional deprivation. 
LE Loinoteworthysthatl seven of the questions, are related 
to financial aspects of Faculty decision-making either 
in the form of budgetary planning or the seeking of extra 
funds for research and other projects. Specifically, 
two items scored more heavily than the others (32 and 33). 
These were concerned with short and long term budgetary 


planning within the Faculty. 
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Tableplie-elLeemseronewhich¥®asMagority soLeResponses Indicate 
ancCondi tion ofsDecisienal Deprivation (n = 100) 


e ocores, Mndieating 
item decisional Deprivation MES acta 
4 62 Appointment of other 
administrative staff. 
6 52 Appointment of teaching staff 

in your department. 

el D7 EVawiaterongor inst nuctcors dn 
your department. 

18 Ss) Acquiring fand valilocation o£ 
funds for research. 

20 55 Determining numbers of staff 
of various departments. 

29 60 Binancialallocation stor 
secretarial service. 

32 68 Short range budgetary 
planning aneraculey. 

33 G5 Long range budgetary 
Dianning in Feculty 

34 aye) Short range budgetary 
planning in department. 

Sie by Long range budgetary 
Planning an department. 

36 55 Moda catwonormthe Paculty 
administrative structure. 

49 set Seeking funds from outside 
agencies. 


In the context of the comments of Department Chairmen 
noted earlier that there is little to be gained by 
involving anstructors'vn financial decision-making, this 
area of decisional deprivation becomes quite significant. 
Certainly instructors generally have a perception. of 
their role different from that expected by administrators. 
This perception appears to be one where instructors wish 
tOmact giointly toesthnucturersthey spending priorities of 


the Faculty. Such a desire to modify spending priorities 
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ley. 
is illustrated by an interviewee's comment which is 
relateamto.ttemn 29 , Minencialsal location’ for secretarial 
services (also a high scoring item on decisional 
deprivation). 

I would not mind increasing my work load by three 

hours a week if the money saved was spent on 

supplying extra secretarial services. 

While the nature of this response is inherently 
interesting, what is most relevant. is the implied desire 
for a reorganization of present spending policies. 

The remaining five questions scoring high on 
decisional deprivation are concerned with staff policy, 
and especially with the employment of staff within the 
respondent's department; appointment of administrative 
staff and with numbers of appointments in other departments. 
There appears to be general concern for greater decision 
involvement in choosing those who influence either the 
development or maintenance of working conditions; fellow 
instructors with whom close working associations will be 
established; and in deciding the staff loadings in 
different subject areas and departments. 

Tie@enly Exeeprionels scene awhicherelatesstesthe 
OvuGEAtcCenseinethateite 1s) Onewin which instructonssexpress 
their concern for involvement in quality control over the 
output of the department of which they are members. 

This may well imply a desire for some form of control over 
those aspects with implications for the Faculty's, 


department's and individual's reputation and prestige. 
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DECISIONAL EQUILIBRIUM SCORES FOR INDIVIDUAL ITEMS 


Taptesleeidentifiess! /etems for which almajority of 
decisional equilibrium responses were made. In choosing 
BUCerCCHIS Ii tice laptenanealoitrary. cur Off point Of 652 
of responses was chosen, solely because it seemed to be 
indicative of a’desirable position within the Faculty 
regarding desires for involvement in decision-making. 

the l/s Ltems identified appear stostfel lesintosw three 
categories. 

il. Iwo items (5 and 7) ere rellated- to decisions 
about faculty members outside the respondent's department. 

Zoe I De ECM S a Loree 2 ie, OZ em 2 526; O27 2 Oe 2.) 
are related to decisions allied to classroom involvement, 
or to personal participation in service activities. 

That is, a highdWevel of decisional.,equilibrium exists an 
those areas traditionally defined in most universities as 
fiat OL the: instructor’ s personal preserve: 

Sephivesitcemns (37) Sc, elm oO sme) soreareolacted tc 
decisions about intra-faculty) organization, an area in 
which clearly identifiable and accepted structures which 


closely involve instructors have already been established. 


DECISIONAL SATURATION SCORES FOR INDIVIDUAL ITEMS 


For no items were decisional saturation scores very 


high, suggesting that for the majority of decision areas 
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tablesle: Items form which asMajority of Responses Indicate 
ar Condition of DecisionalyBouilibrium, (n=) 100) 


SP COLress na Tcatiung 
Decisional Equilibrium 


Item Content 


Item 

5 66 

7 78 
13 74 
ZiL 65 
Ze 66 
23 64 
2D 66 
26 Ss) 
a1 1S 
28 ads 
EW: 82 
38 67 
39 81 
40 1S} 
42 72 
46 68 
50 68 


Appointment of all teaching 
staff outside department. 
Promotions outside 
department. 

Deciding the nature of courses 
and programs in department. 
Allocation, of. students’ to 
classes. 

Determination of class sizes 
in department. 

Allocation of teaching 
assignments within own dept. 
Establishment of schedule and 
timetable of classes you 

ins bruce. 

Choice of classroom 
instructional practices within 
own department. 

Determination of course 
pre-requisites. 

Development of procedures for 
evaluation of students. 
Establishment of department 
committees. 

Establishment of Faculty of 
Education, committees: 
Appointinent of staff to 
department committees. 
Appointment of staff to 
Faculiy On) Kouca tion 
committees. 

Determination of the student 
role in department governance. 
Preparation of written 
Materials by Faculty or 
department. 

Parcvicipatlon thetn-sely ice 
activities. 
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faculty generally do not perceive themselves as having 
too much participation in decision-making. Table 19 
ind. catesstnatwor only three decision items were there 


more than 5% of decisional saturation responses. 


heb lew: wel tems pEorawhach Moves hang>sroteResponses 
indicate a Condttionsot Decisional Saturation 
(ri aaa 10,0) 


s scores Indicatin 
cock Decisional Bat ton een Cen Came 

47 7 Provision of in-service 
education for personnel 
outside the University. 

49 8 Seeking funding from outside 
agencies. 

50 9 Lnistnvctore pant ueipabvonsy an 


service activities outside 
the University. 


Even with these items a check of individual responses 
indicated that there was no consistent pattern of responses 
Dyepalt cULareanaividuals wowchemay have adentaried 
underlying reasons for the overall decisional saturation 


Daeueri. 


SUMMARY 


In this chapter the perceptions of and preferences 
for involvement in Faculty decision-making by faculty 


generally were described. The major points emerging from 
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158 
facnltyeLespouses to PARTEBsoOre tie questionnaire. and to 
the interview questions posed to a random sample of 
interviewees were as follows: 

1. While there was a diverse response to the gquestion- 
naire items considered in aggregate, in Current responses 
NONE was the category most chosen and DETERMINATION least 
chosen. The category most chosen for Preferred involvement 
was JOINT ACTION and least chosen was NONE. 

2. There existed a group of perceived “haves" and 
“have nots" in decision-making involvement. The majority 
of perceived “have nots" desired greater involvement 
than they presently have. 

3. The majority of respondents did not wish to 
have total control over Faculty decision-making. They 
did wish to have some formality in decision procedures, 
and expected their opinions to be formally recognized in 
the decision outcome. 

4, Respondents perceived more current involvement, 
and, generally speaking, desired more involvement in 
activities related to their particular departments as 
compared to decisions related to other departments. 

Be Fom all* decisionvareaswin thes questionnaire Chere 
was an obvious movement of responses from perception of 
Current INFORMAL involvement to Preferred FORMAL levels 
of involvement. The range of movement varied from 40% 


of responses for the decision category Financial Planning 
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Organization and 20% for Academic Operations. 


62, AS) is implied in the results referred to in (5) 
varying levels of decisional deprivation exist for each 
area. Only 28% of responses to items in Academic Operations 
indicated a condition of decisional deprivation. This 
was the area most closely identified by respondents as 
their own bailiwick. It was also the area, together 
with Intra-Faculty Organization, in which most respondents 
identified themselves as currently formally involved. 

Invthe decrsionlerecascorerinancial@elanningvand Policy, 
however, a majority of responses (53%) indicated a 
condition of decisional deprivation. Despite this, 
respondents most often chose the category of CONSULTATION 
to describe the level of involvement preferred. 

7. “Intra-Facutty Organization and Academic Operations 
were the decision areas for which there were the greatest 
number of responses indicating a condition of decisional 
equilibrium (68%). 

8. For the majority of decision areas DETERMINATION 
was chosen relatively few times. For the Faculty- 
Environment Interaction, however, 15% of responses were in 
GhiseCcategory tor both Currentrancd, Preterred scales. 

Further, of all the areas this was the only one to 
attract more than a few isolated responses indicating a 


condition of decisional "saturation. 


In the next chapter the preferences and perceptions 
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of different groups within the Faculty are compared 
inealealtempt to identitysany intluences different group 
membership may have on preferences and perceptions. 
Among the groups reported are: departments; males and 
females; administrators and instructors; professorial 
status; and age groups. In addition, an attempt is made 
to discover if response groupings other than those 
defined by normal demographic data exist. Finally, 
responses to decision items directly related to the 
individual respondent's department are compared to 
those specifically cited as referring to departments 
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CHAPTER 6 


THE RELATIONSHIP OF MEMBER VARIABLES 
TO PERCEPTIONS OF AND PREFERENCES 


FOR PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-MAKING 


In this chapter responses to interviews and to the 
questionnaire are analysed in terms of the differences 
apparent between the different groups within the Faculty. 
In particular, the following differences are described: 
between Administrators and Instructors; between Males and 
Females; among Professors, Associate Professors and 
Assistant Professors; and among the various Departments. 
The differences in responses to items that are clearly 
in-department decisions, compared to those that are out-of- 
department decisions are analysed. The relationship 
between an instructor's response and his discipline- 
orientation is discussed. Finally, the results of an 
obverse factor analysis (Q technique) are reported in an 
attempt to discover if questionnaire responses can be 
understood in terms of group memberships other than 
those detailed above. 

Three forms of statistical analysis are used to 
analyse the data by Faculty sub-groups. The total response 
pattern is presented in the form of a frequency polygon. 
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To describe differences between Current Perceptions and 
Preferred levels of involvement in decision-making, 
indexes of decisional deprivation, equilibrium and 
Saturation are used. To achieve parsimony in analysing 
group differences among the responses for each decision 
arearthe results of almultiple discriminant analysis are 
Beported. — (This =techniquemis described more fully in 


Ghapten.3:.)) 


ADMINISTRATORS AND INSTRUCTORS 


Local Responses 

Figure 8(a) illustrates the percentage total of all 
responses in each decision category made by Administrators 
and Instructors. Asa general indicator of their beliefs 
about Current instructor involvement and Preferred 
instructor involvement several trends are evident: 

1. Instructors chose INFORMAL involvement categories 
MOLeROLLeN Lian AcmIinistratone: as: a Cescrrpe1on oF 
their perceived Current involvement. For Instructors 
NONE was the category most often chosen. For 
Administrators JOINT ACTION@ was most often chosen, 
although their response pattern was bi-modal, with 
DISCUSSION being chosen almost equally with JOINT ACTION. 
This supports the concept of perceived "haves" and “have 


nots" in decision-making previously referred to in 


Chapter 5. 
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Percentage Totals of All Current and Preferred 


Responses by Member Variables 


40 } Key: ——Current 
(a) Rank a +----Preferred 
fw 
35 e 4 
#4 . 
je----, , 1. Administrators 


30 2- Instructors 
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20 
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NONE DISCUSSION CONSULTATION JOINT DETERMINATION 
ACTION 
% 
40 (b) Sex 1. Male 
2. Female 
35 
30 
1-25 
20 
15 
10 
5 
ae a ee ee re ee 
NONE DISCUSSION CONSULTATION JOINT DETERMINATION 
4 ACTION. 
% 
ae (c) Employment Status 1. Professor 
" 2. Associate 
y aN Professor 
35) 2 woe x 3. Assistant 
Ho he \ Professor 
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2. For Preferred involvement the most frequently 
crosen Category by both Admimvstrators and Instructors was 
JOINT ACTION. However, 30% of Instructors' responses 
ehose the Category CONSULTATION; indicating a preference 
ror FORMAL involvement, DUGenOt necessarrly total, control 
eVew weiOr somal responsi Deltty. .oOLr, tie tinal decision. 

3. A greater percentage of Administrators' responses 
(31%) chose INFORMAL categories as the Preferred 
instructor involvement than did Instructors' responses 
(20%). (N.B. Administrators were askea to estimate 
Current and Preferred instructor involvement, not their 
own -involvement. ) 

4. DETERMINATION as a Preferred involvement category 
was chosen relatively few times by both Administrators 


Snel nSteruccOrcs . 
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Phemcond:tion of Gdeetsional deprivation existing 
among instructors that is suggested in Figure 8(a) by the 
discrepancy between Current. and Preferred levels of 
involvement responses is supported by Table 20. 

A bargeagmimocia byeot {instructors ' Iresponses (433) 
Pnosweated aacondition onedecisienal déprivationsm Only 
slightly in excess of 50% of responses indicated a 
Condittondoficdecisional equilibrium; ontsatisfaction with 
the Current level of involvement in decision-making. 


In contrast a large majority of Administrators’ 
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Beosponses indicated generally a condition of decisional 
equilibrium (78%) and only 2% indicated a condition of 
decrovona pescarinat OM sli OLilene words ein the vceweot 
Administrators, Instructors generally: are involved at an 
appropriate level in most decision-making areas. 
PuStructOrs, Noweven, indicate that they are not involved 


togehe level sthey would prefer. 


Havlemcucm Lota tl DecistonalLscondtti1on Percentage Scores 
for Administrators=andeinstructors 


Condition Administrators Enstrucrons 
Cee ee (Gay SS) 
Deprivation 20.4 43.19 
Equilibrium TAPS Seite 
Saturation DRAAURS Syn es) 


Scores on Decisional Categories 

To reduce the number of variables to be discussed a 
multiple discriminant analysis was made of scores by 
rank for each decision category. There being only two 
ranks, one discriminant function was identified which 
accounted@sonel O0S.ofithetvariances) The functionsis 


presented in Appendix E. 
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others. These scores were Current Perceptions of Faculty 
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Recruitment and Financial Planning and POLL, and 
Preferred involvement in Hacult yao cacus and Tiedt acu iia, 
Organi zation. 


The meam score for Acaministrators on the function 
WacmOLo (mol tOee Instructors 45,05. Thus, in tnose 
decision areas which contribute most heavily to the 
differentiation between responses Administrators score 
DIrgnele tian tnSuructorc on thelm Current, Perception ot 
instructor involvement in Faculty Recruitment and 
Pinanctale Planning and Policy, “and in “their Preferred 
Pict ructor involvement in intre-faculey Organi zavion. 
MNSELUCtOUS SCOre’ Nidgher an their Prererred level of 
Povo LvementelilewaCulty jotalus. 

At least two features of these results are important: 

ae ney rerlect Ene overall ‘pattern rererred to 
earlier of Administrators currently perceiving greater 
instructor involvement than do Instructors. 

Jeo eiistruccors preter ia greater ~revel of involvement 
in determining Faculty Status than Administrators believe 


they should have. 


Decist Ona le Condi tlon tOtelndivicual Decision Areas 

The decrsvonaisicondi broniiscores) toma ndividual: 
deci sionmarcac Fl oOreAdministratorser andiginstructers rerlect 
thempatterm of stotalmdecistonalmcondution.| WAsmlab ler. 
illustrates, Administrator responses indicate perceptions 


of lesser conditions of decisional deprivation than do 
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ChOsSeceOUeLiISCerUuCCOrS. 


fable 21: Decisional Condition Percentage-Scores for 
Individual Decision Areas for Administrators 
and: Instructors 


Decision Decisional Administrators Instructors 
Category CondiTtron (hen =7ele2) (n = 88) 

Baculty Deora vaeLlon DI ads Swipes, 
Recruitment Bowen oan Ie TEs 40.92 

pacuid wlon dire 
Paculry Deprivation Tee OS) 44.69 
Status Bouse ori om slr S) a) Sen 22 

patucatuon 2.09 
Academic Deprivation Bilis ale 43.04 
Planning Equilibrium ORE ALO 52.84 
anderoLrrcy Sabu ine @ Lor 1.04 4.12 
Academic Deprivation Jao SO 
Operations Equilibrium 20F 5S Gon120 

Saturation Zoi 
Financial Deprivation 21.43 Deas 
Planning Equilibrium Yio oh 2 Soe 
ahOme oO LiEcy SatLuGceruon Zao ie She) 
ne ae Deprivation Hen ee 0) Chi iers) 
Macw.L ty, Equilibrium 84.53 65.42 
Organization Saturation Sod See ae 
PacuLrey— Deprivation 28e1 40.42 
Environment Equilibrium 64.29 53.41 
interaction Saturation ie lsat Oren 


To In the decisions areas of Faculty Recruitment 
SOM named al Planning ends Pou acy a majOri ty OF 
Instructors' responses indicated an existing condition 
of decisional deprivation. Administrators’ responses do 


not indicate such a perception, however, over fhsey Cena 
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of responses in each categosy indicating ‘a condition of 
decisional equilibrium. 

Ze ebn Vthe “decrsivonvarecassort Faculty Status, Academic 
Planning and Policy and Faculty-Environment Interaction 
Only atbare mayority of Gnstructor responses tindicate ta 
condition of decisional equilibrium. In each case more 
thane403s° Of responses indicate a condition of decisional 
deprivation. Administrator responses heavily favor a 
condition of decisional equilibrium with no decision area 
having less than 64% of responses in this category and 
more’ than 32% in the decisional deprivation category. 

Sauinsthe aueastor  icademuctOpera tions saucdm@intra— 
PaculeyrOng anvzatitonsmore@than 65s50L “Instructors | 
responses indicate a condition of decisional equilibrium. 
This is supported by the Administrators' responses. 
However, it is interesting to note that even in the area 
of Academie Operations, long claimed asthe Mist eucters: 
major decision area, 32% of responses indicated an existing 
Condi eronvet decisional ’deprivation™ This area rsealiso 
the one in which Administrators come closest in reaching 
unanimity in their perception of the instructors’ 
decisional condition. Thus, over 903 .cofSAdministrators: 
responses indicate a condition of decisional equilibrium. 
When this is compared to the Instructors' responses the 
disparity of perceptions is once again evident, even in 


those areas where the responses most closely correspond. 
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Factors Underlying Conflicting Assessments 

there are several possible explanations for: these 
apparently conflicting assessments Srmtnoselniserucconss 
decision,role. 

1. Because Administrators themselves are involved in 
some way in most decision-making it is possible they 
assume that their colleagues are similarly involved. 

2. It may be that the role as perceived by 
AGMINVS Er etORSeilseaccurate, abuimthathpossibilitaesmior 
such a role are not adequately communicated to Instructors, 
or not adequately perceived by them. 

3. It may be that the structures established to 
facilitate the decision-making process, especially 
representative committees, are more likely to be perceived 
as being the equivalent of Instructor involvement by 
Administrators thansbytinstructors. 

4, it may be that the manner in which decisions are 
reached is so diffuse and consequently vague in nature 
that although Instructors have played a role in making a 
decisiciAttnheiG role tsehardgtogidentityeinsthe Einak 
decision outcome. 

Interviews, allied with the questionnaire responses, 
provide support for all four suggested explanations as 
bab eOrmtUNe ukev. LO. tLe yapparents CONLLICt.. Thus) swhale 
several Administrators interviewed insisted that generally 
speaking Instructor involvement was as comprehensive as 
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respond to the questionnaire or to be interviewed on the 
grounds that they knew so little about the Faculty's 
decision-making processes that their participation would 
not be worthwhile. Further, while an appreciation of the 
need for representative committees to facilitate decision- 
making was acknowledged by many, doubt was expressed 

about the actual representativeness of such bodies. 


Hitsetacw tyers NOsdictGerentato others. “There are 
undercurrents behind the decision-making scene. 
The more involved one becomes the more involved he 
becomes. An instructor may choose to become 
involved in one decision and ends up in many. This 
works to exclude people as well. 


Involvement is a factor of age and experience. 

This is frustrating for those who do not know how 

to get started.... Thus the young and many females 
are excluded. They have to learn how to participate 
Pnsdecusions and wide surfer total frustration; until 
they learn how to make the system work. 


Finally, several interviewees emphasized the 
Gpeiicultyse Obeincstructors adentiftying their roles, in 
decision processes. 

I want to repeat the observation about the vagueness, 

diffuseness of decision-making within the University 

Whtchanakeswatediiireule Lor anyone. tomieel they 

have been involved in an important decision. IE 

is dveficult to %see what impact "your inputrhas had. 

In the Faculty viewpoints are so diverse that it is 

almost impossible for the organization to satisfy 


everyone. Therefore it may appear that faculty 
involvement hasn't had much of an impact. 


MALES AND FEMALES 


Total Responses 


Macuress(b)eillustrares, several general indications of 
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iy 
the beliefs of Males and Females about their Current and 
Preferred involvement in decision-making. 

Pe) Males “chose” INFORMA Tecategoriles more often than 
FORMAL in describing their Current level of decisional 
involvement. Females, however, chose FORMAL categories 
marginally more often than INFORMAL. For Males the 
categories chosen most often were NONE ana DISCUSSION; 
for Females NONE and JOINT ACTION. 

2. For Preferred Involveinent the most often chosen 
category by both sexes was JOINT ACTION. However, there 
was an important difference in movement of responses from 
Current to Preferred choices. For Males 27% of responses 
moved from INFORMAL categories in Current Perception to 
FORMAL categories in Preferred Involvement. For Females 
there was a movement of only 18% indicating the possibility 
for many of contentment with an INFORMAL level of 
involvement. 

3. Almost 30% of Males chose CONSULTATION as their 
Preferred level of involvement. However, only 19% of 
Females chose this category, and chose both JOINT ACTION 


and DETERMINATION more often than Males. 


TotalwWecisional Condition Scores 

The differences in decisional condition between Males 
and Females suggested by the discrepancies in total 
response scores referred to above are illustrated in 
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tablema2 ss Tetal Deciusionalicondi tion Percentage Scores ifor 
Males and Females 


LL OL 


CondtCion Males Females 
(n = 87) (Gay ks 
Deprivation At65 2417 
Equilibrium 54.86 18209 
paturatron 3.49 0.94 


Although both Males and Females scored a majority 
Of responses in the decisional equilibrium category, only 
54% of Male responses indicated such a condition. However, 
75% of Female responses indicated satisfaction with the 
existing level of involvement. This was despite the fact 
that 49% of all Female responses indicated a Current 
Perception of INFORMAL involvement in decision-making. 
Further, "léss than one percent of Female responses 
LndLcaved «a condition of decisional tsaturation®. These 
figures suggest the existence of two levels of expectation 
for involvement in decision-making by Female faculty. 

1. There appears to exist one group who are 
informally involved and are content to maintain that 
position. 

2. There appears to exist one group who are 
formally involved and who wish to maintain or improve that 
status. That is, although they are heavily involved, 


they have no desire to reduce the level of involvement. 
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Male responses, however, indicate a very different 
Situation, with 42% of responses indicating a condition 


of decisional deprivation. 


Scores on Decisional Categories 

The discriminant function of the scores of Males and 
Females (Appendix E) illustrates that one score contributed 
far more heavily to group differences than the others. 
Dives ccOlre was LOrarreserred iInvolvementein Intra-Paculty 
Organization. Mean» scores on the function were 37236 and 
5.717 for Males and Females respectively. Thus the main 
distinguishing factor between the Males and Females seems 
to be the Females' preference for a higher level of 
decvsTOn Making=involvenente ir intra-raculcy Olga zation. 

This preference is supported by reactions noted in 
interviews and typified by one comment: 

At Faculty level women have been neglected compared 

with young men with less to offer ... Women have 

Hadecourrgnitetoece peony COMM Ce LeCComOlEG. Pec... aut 

you are a young man you have more Chance than a 

woman ... Women tend to be on volunteer committees, 

while men dominate elected committees. 

One Female interviewee also referred to the "male 
domination of the nominating committee," implying strongly 
that Female instructors were disadvantaged in gaining 
membership on the various committees. If this perception 


is prevalent, it is not surprising that Females would 


prefer a high level of involvement in decision-making 


regarding Intra-Faculty Organization. 


bee calet 1G aetete ao to noltonu? Jim 
hesitate a2et®, uae 2004 retergauttl (3.2. 


Asgiic OHS gees eameptEl in qpusy oF ent 
a2) Abas we) Senger, owns haxsaees x0%, now 


Sue ALS, 2 eeew oeiecm® et) & 6.038) AAGR: 


Aine: oud away 9 aS “ues arbomet ove reaves y. Tah 


i wae 


1s 9 ~* 
we 


ames solar Pam dole edd swetded: Rose} 
io lofed Satoh a suk $oGareTemg, / 
- my muds oy7O Veluag¥-gagn! 02 cnedevioyaa ¢ 
ai bestow mi Léseas Ye betzoqqus, ad eget atesy 
ages on yo baktbyys ine 
iyirogcr balpelgan at sven need ievei 
Over a ae tefasc od ead! (tase + ore 
Lk.uss -esGp Hy eeetaiamo> «oa 466,68) Jess 
O cae) open 2! ee: oak Hai GARE 
sess lige, ‘tegh.aiOrR ae eu Racy si Bathe 
Mietidrmrs lesools  hdealesh pom 7 
2 - <a i 
nlam” o4 6¢. be2dehps vie weweiviséih olammt on 
J Vee Vole ee 
spate gelled! “seedtintco paidaakend eda SOR 
onztlay Gh Beniiasvimaib oim~ eyodoustent 
audtqsa reg, whut > MBG, 2 ions avoLiny edt a ate at 
bhuaw sok nied tons Gulnisq:00 ‘don ah 1 ii hay 
ket hat ortgihigsihh rub. duane oval to: ‘teves a 


174 
Decisional Condition of Males and Females for Individual 
Decision Areas 
Lapilemeom bLuStralesmtiemdecusional condition 


inaexes for Males and Females. 


table 25. Decisional Condition percentages scores or 
Individual Decision Areas for Males and Pemales 


Decision Decisional Males Females 
Category Conds tion (n = 87) (ne ae 13) 
Pacuacny. Deprivation 47.11 2k), 
Recruitment BquA la braum 50696 I Se 
Saturation eS vee 
Faculty Deprivation 43.10 Sire? 57 
Status Equilibrium 54.90 67.94 
Saturation he oe PaaS) 
Academic Deprivation 43.84 229 8 
Planning GBouLLibrium se et Te Ake 
and: Policy Saturation Ase Ol: Oeeoe7, 
Academic Deprivation 30.46 20 ao 
Operations Equilibrium 66.66 78.84 
Saturation Paps OS 
Financial Deprivation 56.66 Coa 
Planning Equilibrium 41.05 64.83 
andePoLicy Sacihatwom a ae 
1yg [ease Deprivation SU Ue 
Pec Co ys Equilibrium 64.86 S/S 
Organization Saturation {| 
Baculcy = Deprivation 41.88 PAO e825) 
Environment Equilibrium oe Se) TA 
Interaction fatuba Lon Sy Ne: 2r09 


These reflect the pattern of total responses referred 


to earlier, with Males making higher percentage responses 


indicating decisional deprivation for all decision areas. 
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In no eee does a majority of Female responses 
indicate a condition of decisional deprivation, and only in 
Cnersarca, minancialyrlanniing ana rolicy, does the 
Percentage Score exceed One LiitrdsOr the total. However, 
a majority of Male responses indicate a condition of 
Gectetond maceprivallon an hinancvel Planning and sPolicy 
ance Onlye in the areas Of Academic Operations and Intra- 
Faculty Organization do responses indicating decisional 
deprivation fall below 33%. For both Males and Females 
these two areas are those for which the highest percentage 
of responses indicating decisional equilibrium are made. 
Thus, in all decision areas, the Male instructors 
are more likely than Female instructors to view themselves 
as less involved than they would prefer to be in decision 
PEOCessces . Female instructors are more likely than Males 
to view themselves as involved at an acceptable level in 


alli decision areas. 


Faculty Structure and Study Design Influences on Assessments 


There.1S no doubt that Males tend to view their role 
in decision-making more pessimistically than do the Females, 
at least in terms of their preferred role compared to their 
currently perceived role. It is unlikely that this can be 
explained in terms of an inherent difference between males 
and females as much as in terms of the Faculty structure 
and the study design. Two points are relevant to any 


explanation of differences in response: 
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1. Relative to Males there are very few Females 
emp lLoveds ingtniekl acu) tyeGloteot she total population for 
this study). Of these a slightly smaller percentage 
responded to jthe questionnaire than did Males (66% 
compancd.to 723) ~—. Thus, would take smaller numbers of 
RemaleythansMalelvinstructors holding a particular perception 
to have a distinct influence on a total percentage score. 

2. It is likely that respondents who are involved 
in formally established Faculty committees will perceive 
themselves as more heavily involved than will those who 
eresnot pOnlyetwo.ok the-Remales (so sinvolved were snot 
mesponcents;tosthis+studyas,+Consequently,, it us-likely 
that greater numbers of Males than Females would not 
perceive themselves as involved, at least in the particular 


dectsioneaereas of their formal involvement. 


PROFESSORS, ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS 


AND ASSISTANT PROFESSORS 


Tota Responses 


Figure 8(c) illustrates several general indications 
of the beliefs of Professors, Associate Professors and 
ASsistant UroLessors boutethetorCurrentwandeereterred 
involvement in decision-making. 

Lee inedeseribingatheim Guscentelevelsoteinvolvement 
both Professors and Assistant Professors chose DISCUSSION 


most often. Associate Professors chose NONE. However, 
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Ly, 
the percentage cesponses, for each accounted! for only) a 
third or less of the total possible responses. 

2 Por Preferred, Involvement, the category most often 
ehosengby allagroups waseaJ OLNTAACTIONS | FormAssocaate 
Professors, however, nearly equal numbers chose 
CONSULTATION, whereas for Professors and Assistant 
Professors there was a clear difference of at least 9% of 
choices between JOINT ACTION and the category chosen next 
most often. 

3. By making the distinction between FORMAL and 
INFORMAL categories a slightly clearer pattern. of responses 
emerges. In describing instructors' Current level of 
involvement a majority of both Assistant and Associate 
Professors' responses indicated a perception of INFORMAL 
involvement, with 59% and 55% of responses respectively 
being in this category. However, 52% of Professors' 
responses indicated a Current Perception of FORMAL 
involvement of instructors in decision-making. While the 
magnitude of the differences is not great, it is sufficient 
to, suggestutnac, soveral lyeProLecssors anremmonetiikely to 
perceive instructors as formally involved jingdecision- 
making than are Associate and Assistant Professors. 

Such a perception is supported by interview 
responses, in which interviewees identified characteristics 


of those they saw as more involved than others in the 


decision-making. 
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There cannot be equality of involvement in major 
decisions. There is a pecking order affected by 
Chesiature Of @ perso a post tron mn the Faculty... «. 
Size.0. the Department.... cank increases the 
OppOseuntty CO participate... prestige acquired 
within or outside the Faculty. Some people have 
more clout than others, for example, Department 
Chairman, ~cO-OLrdinatonm .2rotessor . 

The characteristics described here, and supported 
by many others, are more likely to describe the role of 
ProLesson, thanetnateotethne ASsistantearProtessor,. 

4. In describing Preferred levels of involvement all 
three groups made a majority of responses in the FORMAL 
categories. Professors and Associate Professors have 
Similar percentage scores (76%). However, only 66% of 
Assistant Professors' responses were in FORMAL categories, 


indicating for one third of responses a contentment with 


INFORMAL levels of involvement. 


totalsDecisional*? Condition scores 

Table 24 illustrates total decisional condition 
percentage scores for Professors, Associate and Assistant 
PLOLESSOUS. 

Although all three groups scored a majority of 
responses in the decisional equilibrium category this 
majority was not large with no group scoring more than 
62% in the category. Professors and Associate Professors 
scored 59% and 55% respectively. 

Scores of decisional deprivation were relatively even 
among groups, although Associate Professors scored 43%, 


5% higher than Assistant Professors, and 7% higher than 
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Professors. This discrepancy becomes more meaningful when 
it is recognized that Associate Professors were the 


largest group of respondents. 


Table 24: Total Decisional Condition Percentage Scores for 
Professors, Associate Professors and Assistant 


Professors 
Cond tti1on Professors Associate Assistant 
Professors Professors 
(nv =F 37) (i050) (n = 13) 
Deprivation Sass) 42.60 ae 0 
Equilibrium 58.68 Spal! eas ae) 
Saturation 549 2e3 0.95 


Finally, a small but important number of Professors’ 
responses indicated a condition of decisional saturation, 
compared to the other groups, suggesting that if there is 
dissatisfaction with too much involvement in decision-— 
making that it is more likely to be among Professors 


than others. 


Scomes OU Decisional Categories 


One discriminant function accounted for over 380% 
of the variance among groups (see Appendix E). The 
function demonstrated that four decision areas contributed 
far more heavily to response variance than did the others. 
These were Current Perception of involvement in Intra- 


Faculty Organization (positively weighted); Faculty 
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Recruitment (negatively weighted; Faculty-Environment 


Interaction (negatively weighted); and in Preferred 
Involvement in Faculty-Environment Interaction (positively 
weighted). Mean scores on the function for Professors, 
Associate Professors and Assistant Professors were 

Beto tt wt) 6 ande-2. G25 respeccively, Thus, the main 
distinguishing factors among group scores on the individual 
categories were: 

1. The Associate Professors' perception of a higher 
Purrent Level sofainvolvement in imtra-Faculty Organization 
piomce i Cher erorerred sevel OL anvolvementain Faculty— 
Environment Interaction than that held by both Professors 
and Assistant Professors. 

2. the Associate Professors’ Current Perception,of 
lesser involvement in the decision-making in Faculty 
Recruitment and Faculty-Environment Interaction than the 


perception held by Professors and Assistant Professors. 


Decisional Condition of Professors, Associate Professors 
andsacsistanteerOressors fon. Individual Wecision Areas 
Table oii uct tabecmt Nemec! Si 0a liconcdia1on 
indexes for employment statuses. 
In no decision areas do Professors indicate a 
majority condition of decisional deprivation although in 
one area, Financial Planning and Policy, 45% of responses 


indicate such a condition. Only in the area of Financial 


Planning and Policy do Assistant Professors' responses of 
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Table 25: Decisional Condition Percentage Scores for 
Individual Decision Areas for Professors, 
Associate Professors and Assistant Professors 
Decision Decisional Professors Associate Assistant 
Category Conditwion Professors Professors 
(ne=—S'74 (Gey sie), Gaies Asch 
Faculty Deprivation 35.43 dow: SS ES 
Recruitment Equilibrium 62ioe 4% 313 56.41 
Saturation lage 00 3.84 
Baculty Deprivation ehh Ae) 46.00 Be del 
Status Equilibrium SYntZ0 51.5)9.5)5) 67.94 
Saturation 0. On O7 Veo, 
Academic Deprivation Sys) eS) 44.25 39.42 
Planning Equilibrium 558174 be 250 blvoS 
and sPOlLiLcy Saturation saa Bie DREN 
Academic Deprivation 26.10) 20 Ow 34.62 
Operations Equilibrium 68.58 69.00 64.42 
Saturation ah Sy 2250 0.96 
Financial Deprivation 44.78 (Se Be 1S) 51.64 
Planning Equilibrium A9MG ZiRBes 5 £65.36 
and Policy Saturaclon 5.41 
tig ee (eee Deprivation 205 oS 268.00 Soe LG 
Faculty Bouse bru Gey /ah 71.14 64.84 
Organization Saturation 8.88 0.86 
acu liy= Deprivation Sy 42.28 322.90 
Environment Equilibrium 54.44 nes ee 67.04 
Interaction Saturation 8.89 6.00 
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decisional deprivation reach a majority (51%). A majority 
of Associate Professors' responses indicate a condition of 
decisional deprivation in Financial Planning and Policy 
(61%) and Faculty Rene Sar (52%). However, in contrast 
to both Professors and Assistant Professors who have 
relatively low decisional deprivation scores, Associate 


Professors score more than 42% of such responses in all 


decision areas except Academic Operations and in Glan ha corey 


Organization. 
The decision areas of Academic Operations and 


Intra-Faculty Organization are also those which attract 
the lowest percentage of decisional deprivation responses 
from Professors. In contrast, however, Assistant 
Professors score somewhat higher in these areas. 

Finally, it should be noted that even though for 
most groups, in most decision areas, the majority of 
responses indicate a condition of decisional equilibriun, 
for no decision area is there an overwhelming response 
pidicating decisional equilibrium. This suggests that 
any discontent with present levels of involvement tends to 
be spread generally over all decision areas rather than 


being issue specific. 


DEPARTMENTS 


Ot aul: Responses 


Figure 9 illustrates several general indications 
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of the perceptions of the faculty of various Departments 
regarding their Current and Preferred involvement in 
decision-making. 

1. In describing the Current level of involvement in 
decision-making the categories of either NONE or DISCUSSION 
were chosen most often by all Departments except Elementary 
Education. This Department chose JOINT ACTION most often, 
although only marginally more often than NONE. Similarly, 
all Departments except Elementary Education chose INFORMAL 
categories for a majority of responses describing their 
decisional involvement. 

2. For Preferred Involvement all Departments chose 
JOINT ACTION most often, although Secondary Education, 
Educational Psychology and Industrial and Vocational 
Education chose CONSULTATION almost as often. All 
Departments chose FORMAL involvement categories in more 
than 66% of responses and only Educational Administration 
and Educational Psychology chose them in less than 75% of 
cases. 

3. Analysis of the movement of responses from 
INFORMAL categories in Current Perception to FORMAL 
categories in Preferred Involvement indicates that 
responses tend to cluster the Departments into three groups. 
Elementary Education and Educational Administration with 
shifts of 16% and 20% respectively have relatively small 
percentages of responses indicating discrepancies between 


Current Perceptions and Preferred Involvement preferences. 
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Secondary Education and Educational Psychology form 
distinctively higher percentage shifts of 29% and De 
while Educational Foundations and Industrial and 
Vocational Education have quite high percentage shifts 
obes7teand 39% respectively. 

4, Educational Administration, the Department with 
the second lowest percentage of responses (54%) in 
SNEORMAL, categories in Current Perception, has the largest 
percentage of responses in INFORMAL categories for Preferred 
Involvement, which suggests slightly greater levels of 
contentment with INFORMAL involvement, relative to other 


Departments. 


Total Decisional Condition Scores 

Several of the differences in overall decisional 
condition of the various Departments suggested by the 
total response pattern are clarified by the total 
decisional condition index for each Department, illustrated 
Pimbables26-. 

Although the three groupings of Departments referred 
eomabovel ine (3) ane not as clear Lt is apparent that 
Elementary Education and Educational Administration 
have similar response patterns largely indicating conditions 
Of decisional equilibrium. In each case less than a third 
of the responses indicate a condition of decisional 
deprivation. Secondary Education, Educational Psychology, 


and Industrial and Vocational Education all score high 
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percentages indicating Ceci clone iiecpreiyation.. — NOweVviers 
while both Secondary Education and Industrial and Vocational 
Education have small majorities of decisional equilibrium 
responses, Educational Psychology has a relatively large 
percentage (8%) of responses indicating decisional 


Saturation, thereby reducing the percentage of responses 


indicating decisional equilibrium. 


Pav lemZOceelotaleDeci sional (Condition Percentage: Scores 
for Individual Departments 
Condition Elementary Secondary Educational 
Education Education Foundations 
(n = 21) (n = 22) (y= 513) 
Deprivation TSS) 42.19 5a 34 
Equilibrium WORSS) sheep ele: 46.79 
Saturation 1.46 PRES oy 
Educational Educational Industrial & 
Administration Psychology Vocational Ed. 
G7 ="56) Crim onus 2p) (eo) 
Deprivation Be Ol) 44.33 AG. 2D, 
Equilibrium Cine vis 48.12 Sy eae? 
Sapuration 2.44 (iiss 0s 


Educational Foundations stands alone as the only 


Department with a majority of scores indicating a condition 


of decisional deprivation. 


exist which may explain this: 


At least two possible reasons 


1. These high scores on decisional deprivation may 


be partly explained by changing structural aspects of 
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the Department, and consequently may not be an appropriate 
assessment of the actual existing situation. As noted 
by one interviewee: 

There has been a change over time towards more 

Opennesesands partici palion,COMpared: LO ansatuation 

where seniors exerted more power than juniors. 

This is changing and power is now dispersed 

throughout the levels. 

At the time of the study a new committee structure 
was being formed to replace the old, which, the Department 
Chairman claimed: 

see NOt OLten = brought information back to the Department 

as a whole. Rather they acted for and on behalf of 

the Department Assembly. Consequently if a person 
had no place on committees this would affect his 
perception of involvement greatly. 

Thus, some responses by the faculty of Educational 
Foundations may well reflect a situation acknowledged by 
interviewees to have existed prior to the impending 
change noted above. If the modification was implemented as 
explained it would be reasonable to expect that on another 
questionnaire, responses indicating decisional deprivation 
would be reduced. 

2. A partial explanation may also rest in the 
composition of the staff and the resultant decision 
structures of the Department of Educational Foundations. 
The Department is staffed by scholars in education-related 
disciplines, more than in the other departments. Each 
discipline represented in the Department constitutes a 


sub-group, which is headed by a co-ordinator. When 


Department-wide committees are elected each sub-group 
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has a representative. Such a process emphasizes the 
MoOCVOMLOn interest qnroupsmin deci szon-making. iit jalso 
means that it will be highly unlikely that most decisions 
will be satisfactory to the majority of groups represented. 
BESSUCIV is, the fcasemirt ersmconcermabile that this 
willie leadito perceptions of decisional deprivation in 
many decision areas. 
iis study, while fidentifyingiisuch a “possibility, 
Provided sno formal vevyidence tto isupportitthis’. “(Thusi, “as 


ansexplanation it) must. remain only as conjecture. 


ecOres (On Decisional Categories 

Three discriminant functions account for 88% of the 
variance between individual Department scores for each 
decision area (see Appendix E). In Discriminant Function I 
Waren accouncs for 433. 0f the variance, one score, Current 
Eceecepuion Of Academic Operations is weighted at least 
twice as heavily as any other. Table 27 indicates the 


mean scores of individual Departments on this function. 


Table 27: Mean Scores of Individual Departments on 
Discriminant Function 1 
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ihesVepartments sclustewein atwoudvoups: tom tha s 
function. Elementary Education, Secondary Education and 
Educational Administration score higher in their Current 
Berceptions Of sa. more formal level of involvement in 
decision-making in Academic Operations than do Educational 
Houngati ons, s2ducatilonal Psychology, and Industrial. and 
MOGcattonalshducation. 

Onewinteresting feature of sthts is that despite 
the claims that traditionally and presently Academic 
Opesetionuse Ss thevbarliwick of tthe instructors ~. it ys 
certainly not viewed in such a unanimous way by instructors 
in each of the Departments. 

Piwwvecrimanant Function It which accounts for 252 
Oreatienvariance, two scores, Current Perception of maculry 
Recruitment and Preferred Involvement in Intra-Faculty 
Organization are clearly weighted more heavily than the 
others. The mean scores for individual Departments are 


Pnabeatea in fable 29. 


Table=-28: Mean Scores of Individual Departments on 
DwSCcrimineanteruncuvon I. 
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Thus, for this function Elementary Education scores 
higher in Current Perceptions of FORMAL involvement in 


Faculty Recruitment and in Preferred Involvement in 


intra-Faculty Organization than do the other Departments. 


Industrial and Vocational Education tend to score lower 
relative to the remaining Departments which cluster 
together. 

Piet cCwinlinantebunet tone | lawhicneaccounts. fom lye 
Of the variance, one score, Current Perception of 
involvement in Financial Planning and Policy is weighted 
(negatively) far more heavily than the others. Table 29 
indicates the mean scores for individual Departments on 


Gis Lunction. 


Table 29: Mean Scores of Individual Departments on 
Drscraiminance function 211 


Department Mean 
Elementary Education sciultsirn! Kops. 
Secondary Education bat cones (SE) 
Educational Foundations = Seni =a) 
Educational Administration - 5.718 
Educational Psychology =e UG 
Industrial & Vocational =12.8/9 
Education 


Remembering that Current Perception of Financial 
Planning and Policy is weighted negatively,» labile 23 
suggests that Industrial and Vocational Education are 


more likely to score high in their Current Perception of 
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involvement in decision-making relating to Financial 


Planning and Policy than are the other Departments. 


Decisional Condition by Department: for Individual Decision 


ALeas 

Table 30 illustrates the decisional condition 
percentages for individual Departments in the various 
decision areas. Several features which emphasize the 
elustering of Departments according to decisional condition 
generally and to decision areas specifically are 
noteworthy. 

1. Elementary Education scores low on decisional 
feprivatctOneinedtleareas.. -Only anerinancial Planning and 
Pol eyed Mone: tiene s0 smo responsess Indicate say condition 
of decisional deprivation. 

2m wALthnOUge, Scoring ~sdiohtly higher in decisional 
deprivation in most decision areas than Elementary 
Education, Educational Administration nevertheless has a 
low scoring pattern similar to Elementary Education. 

In only one area, Financial Planning and Policy, do a 
majority of responses indicate a condition of decisional 
deprivation. Thus, Elementary Education and Educational 
Administration cluster together as Departments which 
respond in similar fashion to specific decision areas. 

3. The pattern of the remaining four groups of 
responses indicate a similarity of response pattern. 


Generally, more than 40% of responses of individual 
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Department members to specific decision areas indicate 
conditions of decisional deprivation. 
For Secondary Education only Academic Operations 


and Intra-Faculty Organization have less than 40% 


decisional deprivation responses. Three areas, Faculty 


Recruitment, Academic Planning and Policy ands hinencial 
Planning and Policy attract a majority of responses 
indicating decisional deprivation. 

HOrerEndustriabeandsVOocatLonal PEducation only 
Pamnaneral® Planning andePolicy*attractseless thane402 of 
responsées= indicating -decisionalsdeprivation. Faculty. 
REGEuLtLMentewandmraculty—-Envaronmenteinteractione attract 
windy ODL ysOLe responses» andacating suchwarcondition. 

For Educational Psychology, while only one area, 
Fanancaale®Plannine-andvPolicy, attractsvavmajority sof 
responses, Only onew@aréa, intra-Fraculty Organization, 
attracts less than 40% of responses indicating a condition 
of decisional deprivation. 

For Educational Foundations not one area attracts 
less than 40% of responses indicating a condition of 
decisional deprivation. Four areas, Faculty Status, 
Academic Planning and Policy, Financial Planning and Policy 


and Faculty-Environment Interaction attract a majority 


of responses indicating such a condition. 
4 FPanancial Planning sand Policy 1s outstanding 
for the number of decisional deprivation responses 


attracted from five Departments. Except for the 
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Department of Industrial and Vocational hducatton thas 
decision area attracted the highest percentage of 
decisional deprivation scores of any decision area for 
each Department.» In contrast it attracted the lowest 
DPercenvageeresponsessiorm Industrial and Vocational 
Eoucetion. “elhesDepartment Charrman of Industrial ‘and 
Vocational Education describes financial decision-making 
asva process of Chairman decision after discussion, and 
as a co-operative decision-making process which depends 
upon the Professors' abilities to demonstrate a need 
for finance. In a Department as small as this (11 members) 
such a situation should be easily perceived, and 
cornsequentlyorerlected’ un andividual responses. It should 
also be noted, of course, that the number of respondents 
from Industrial and Vocational Education was very low. 

5. One feature supporting observations made 
earlier is the surprisingly high percentage responses 
indicating decisional deprivation in the area of Academic 
Operations by Educational Psychology, Educational 
Foundations, and Industrial and Vocational Education. In 
each case scores exceed 40% compared to scores of less 
than 25% for the other Departments, and especially to 


a 12.5% score by Educational Administration. 
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RESPONSES TO INVOLVEMENT IN IN-DEPARTMENT DECISIONS 


COMPARED TO OUT-OF-DEPARTMENT DECISIONS 


in Chapter 5 it was noted that differences in the 
focus of decisions appeared to have some influence on 
Besponces) LOSPART BsoLr the questivonnaire. “Especially 
when respondents indicated the Preferred levels of 
involvement they appeared to choose FORMAL levels more 
often for what were clearly in-department decisions, than 
ZOreOUt-OL-Cepartment decisions, To check “Ehis, —ltteen 
items on the questionnaire were identified as clearly 
indicating that the particular decision had an in- 
départment focus. Six were identified as clearly having 
an out-of-department focus. See Appendix F for 
identification of —the-items. 

Table 31 illustrates total percentage responses for 
Current Perception of and Preferred Involvement in 
decision-making in these two categories. 

Not unexpectedly, a majority of responses indicate 
a Current Perception of FORMAL involvement in in-department 
decisions compared to INFORMAL involvement in out-of- 
department decisions. The discrepancy in response is more 
apparent in responses indicating Preferred Involvement, 
with 80% of responses indicating a desire for FORMAL 
involvement in in-department decisions compared to 43% 
in out-of-department decisions. This apparent higher 


expectation for involvement in decision-making relevant 
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to the Department is emphasized further when it is noted 
that three of the out-of-department decision items 
contribute more heavily to a preference for FORMAL 
involvement than do the other three. The decision items 
(4, 14 and 20) refer to areas which may have a direct 
intluencesonethe functioning of the respondent's particular 
Department, .e.g., Appointment of other administrative 

staff such as the Associate Dean (whose planning decisions 
will influence the Department); deciding the nature of 
courses and programs to be offered in other Departments 
(which may overlap with other courses already offered); and 
determining numbers of staff of various Departments (more 
staff in one Department may mean relatively fewer in 
another). 

Such a differentiation between expectations for 
different types of decisions has at least one implication 
for Faculty organization. A sub-committee of the Long 
Range Planning Committee (1973) noted: 

Many people shared the opinion that the boundaries, 

Chateis,, the Lormal, lines that separate one 

Department from another, are creating a great many 

problems. 

There were questions raised regarding overlap of 

Coucses),, along, OLnelakinds Oteactiavitites, = researc 

ectiviurcies, scltc. tLhatustatt memberspengage 1. 22. 

The comments that did arise all sought to engage the 

question alluded to above, that is, how can we 

provide for innovation, how can we provide for 
crossing departmental divisional boundaries to ~ 
produce viable methods of dealing with current issues. 


The concern about overlap seems evident in the 


questionnaire responses. However, concern about 
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boundaries is not so evident. Respondents generally 
appear to have established perceptual and preferred 
boundaries within which they prefer involvement, at least 
inedecisLton-making, to be retained. I£ the boundaries 
were Changed towaccoune tor overlap, “Wt would seem 
possible that one result may well be merely the 
re-establishment of new perceptual and preferred boundaries 


within which to contain decision-making. 


THE RELATIONSHIP OF DISCIPLINE-ORIENTATION TO 


INDIVIDUAL INSTRUCTORS' PREFERENCES : 


In the Literature Review (Chapter 2) it was noted 
that there appeared to be some relationship between an 
LuStructorm seorventacion to his discipline and’ a lack. of 
desire for involvement in decision-making. In an attempt 
to measure this, a scale devised by Wilensky (1964) and 
modified as indicated in Chapter 3 was administered to the 
Faculty. Scores were then correlated with individual 
responses to the Preferred Involvement categories in 
PART SB OL the questionnaire. Table 32 indicates that 
Onlve Seiteme Nad correlations Of more Chan) 0.1 oreiess 
elgiebwy colt hy eS Of these only four exceeded 0.2 and one was 
tess than —0.2. 

Such correlations are small in absolute terms. 
However, three features of these suggest some caution 


in outright rejection of them as meaningful figures. 
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Table 32: Items on the Preferred Involvement Scale 
Correlated with Discipline-Orientation 


meen Content Co-efficient 
i Appointment of Faculty Dean O48) 
2 Appointment of teaching staff outside 
Department OS 
6 Appointment of teaching staff in 
Department Vere! 
i Promotions outside your Department O20 
8 Promotions within your Department 0.20 
9 Dismissal of staff Ory 
10 Evaluation and retention of probationary 
faculty within your Department 0.14 
LZ EvclUuaeion Of ObNer fins tructors O's 236 
ie) Planting Lom and forgatizaticn of audio— 
visual equipment SUS Pas 
24 Determination of own teaching hours Ome 
Zo Establishment of class schedule and 
timetable lO editl 
eer Determination of course pre-requisites Ore 0 
44 Development Of Faculty “Service “aACtIVities 
to the community UR 6 
49 Seeking funding from outside agencies OerlG 
50 TnisteLuctor partici patrilonein Service 
activities 0.14 


The correlations pertain to the responses of a total 
population and therefore are true correlations rather than 
mieerred cOErelatvons. Relative to the! other 35 
correlations between Preferred Involvement items and 
discipline orientation they have some substance. The 
remaining correlation co-efficients were all close to 
zero (see Appendix G) indicating virtually no relationship. 
Finally, there is some regularity in the pattern of items 
for which this slight relationship was indicated. 


The two items indicating a negative relationship 
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with discipline-orientation are concerned with purely 
administrative activities of organizing media and 
timetables. 

Upir -eene. tems Indicating sa positive relationship 
with discipline-orientation can be categorized into two 
groups. Eight items, including the four with co-efficients 
in excess of 0.2 were concerned with decisions related to 
appointment, promotion, evaluation and dismissal of 
personnel. Five items were concerned with professional 
activities relating to’ provision of courses and with 
Bertmuvyittes at tecting Conditions! of teaching, and research 
involvement. 

While acknowledging the tenuous nature of such 
slight correlation co-efficients, these results appear 
to suggest that highly discipline-oriented individual 
instructors have higher preferences for involvement in 
decision-making in activities related to the development 
and maintenance of the quality of the Faculty, Department 
and discipline, and thereby its prestige. However, they 
are less likely to be concerned with decisions relating 
to the facilitative aspects of such activities. 

This provides one interesting paradox in that it 
euggesto that while highly discipline-orlented instructors 
are concerned with activities such as appointment, 
promotion, evaluation and dismissal and by implication, 
deciding the "right" man for each Department position, 


they are not so concerned with many decisions which may 
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OTHER GROUP MEMBERSHIPS 


MNewcesuLes seporteduromthis point indicatesthat 
different group memberships do account for some 
differences that occur in Current Perceptions of and 
Preferred Involvement in decision-making. However, no 
one type of group membership appears to explain totally 
differences in response. Thus, an obverse factor analysis 
was employed to ascertain if responses could be explained 
in terms of group membership other than those previously 
discussed. The technique used is described in Chapter 3. 

As a result of the analysis nine groups were 
identified according to their variations in response. 
Group size ranged from 35 in the largest to 2 in the 
Sia blest. lied abtempt to zdentity the characteristics 
of each group, and thereby classify types of 
respondents, group members were compared on a variety 
of demographic features including age, sex, department, 
status, rank, years of service at the University, 
membership on formal committees, and combinations of 
these.) .No one, on combination of factors appeared) to 
predominate in any group to the extent that that group 
could be typed. 


This suggests that perceptions of and preferences for 
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involvement in decision-making tend to be influenced more 
by factors other than the normal demographic factors noted 
here. #pouchm@iactors fare not@identified inethis study; 
although speculation based on implications drawn from 
interviews and analysis of questionnaire responses would 
suggeceathatepersonalyistructural rand process mfactors are 
all important but partial determinants of perceptions and 
poekerences we sAmongetrhese factors aresthesindivirdualis 
perceptual acuity related to the field of decision-making; 
successful/unsuccessful involvement in decision-making 
attempts; faculty communication networks; evidence of 
involvement reflected in the outcomes of decisions; and 
DEeximMijeyRtCOsdecision sintluentialsmortheirelationship sof 
these to each other and examples of each will be discussed 


BUrnener tim Chapter .o. 


SUMMARY 


In this chapter the perceptions of and preferences 
for involvement in Faculty decision-making by instructors 
as members of sex, rank, status, and Department groups 
were described. Responses to in-department items were 
compared to out-of-department items; the relationship 
between an instructor's response and his discipline- 
orientation was discussed; and questionnaire responses 
were analysed in terms of group memberships other than 


those detailed above. The major points emerging included: 
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1. Instructors chose INFORMAL categories more 
often in describing their perceived Current involvement 
than did Administrators. Administrators chose INFORMAL 
categories more often than did Instructors in describing 
the Preferred level of involvement. 

2eet AuelLarge minority (or instructors indicated 
conditions of perceived decisional deprivation, while 
Administrators generally perceived Instructors as being 
involved at an appropriate level. Two decision areas, 
PacultweRecrumtment and Financial, Planning and Policy, 
attracted a majority of responses from Instructors 
indicating conditions of decisional deprivation. The 
areas Ob Academic Operations and, Intra=Faculty Onganization 
attracted large percentage responses from Instructors 
indicatingma.jtoncdition ofsdecisional equilibrium. 

3. Apparent explanations of responses included 
problems of communicating involvement possibilities to 
Instructors; problems of Administrators equating their 
personal involvement with that of Instructors; problems 
of associating representative committees with decision 
involvement; and problems of diffuseness and vagueness Om 
decision processes. 

4. Males scored a majority of responses in 
INFORMAL categories in describing their Current Perception 
of decision involvement. Females, however, chose FORMAL 
categories marginally more often than INFORMAL. Both 


chose JOINT ACTION most often as the Preferred category, 
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although Males showed a tendency to choose CONSULTATION 
almost as often. 

Dm aeey Majority loreremalewinstructors andicated 
Concdur1 Ons ioledectsionalmcquinabrium. “In nosdecisiion area 
did a majority of Females' responses indicate decisional 
deprivation. A majority of Males' responses indicated 
conditions of decisional deprivation in Financial Planning 
enderolicy, fand in all areas except Academic Operations 
endwlitrack aculbtyMOrgani zation more thanvonesthird of the 
responses indicated decisional deprivation. 

6. Females preferred higher levels of decision- 
making tnvGliviement ping intrasnaculty Organization than 
Males, perceiving that they were disadvantaged by the 
structures determining committee membership. 

7. Professors were more likely to perceive 
Instructors as formally involved in decision-making than 
were Associate and Assistant Professors. 

8. Overall decisional deprivation scores were 
relatively even between status groups with Associate 
Professors showing the highest percentage of 43% indicating 
this decisional condition. The discrepancy between scores 
is more meaningful when it is realized that there are 
morer Associate Professors, than any other group epecisional 
saturation scores were relatively more prevalent among 
Professors than others, and Assistant Professors had: the 
highest percentage of scores indicating decisional 


equilibrium. 
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9. In specific decision areas Associate Professors 
had a majority of responses indicating decisional 
deprivattonvin Financial (Planning and Folicy Vand faculty 
status; Assistant ‘Professors in Financial Planning and 
Policy; and Professors in none. 

10. Departments tended to cluster into two groups 
in their responses with Elementary Education and 
Educational Administration having relatively small 
percentages of responses indicating discrepancies between 
Current Perceptions and Preferred Involvement preferences. 
The two Departments also had similar response patterns 
Pargely {indicating “conditions of decisional “equilibrium 
as compared to the other Departments. 

Ui eine traditionally claimed “bailiwicks or 
instructors, Academic Operations, was not unanimously 
viewed in such a way by individual Departments with 
Educational Foundations, Educational Psychology, and 
PnOUSteulal anarvOCadtiOnal “Hducation scoring Lower than 
the other Departments in their Current Perception of 
involvement. 

12. Respondents held a higher expectation for 
involvement in decision-making relevant to their 
individual Department than they did for involvement in 
decision-making relevant to other Departments and the 
Faculty. Apparently they equated boundaries of decision 
responsibility with the Department boundaries. 


13. Although no strong relationship was shown 
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to exist, there was a positive relationship between 
individual instructor's discipline-orientation and items 
relating CO Faculty appointment, promotion, evaluation 
and dismissal and to teaching and service activities. 
Negative relations existed with planning of audio-visual 
aids and constructing class schedules. 

14. An obverse factor analysis showed that a group 
membership other than that defined by any single 
demographic variable discussed above, identified more 
accurately the grouping of respondents according to 
type of response. However, the study failed to identify 
mie Cliatackerr ste ilerF, Or group ofmecharacteristics which 


typified any of the new group dimensions. 
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In the next chapter the nature of faculty involvement 


in existing decision-making structures, and the 


relationship of this to member variables is reported. 


In addition, the explanations presented by instructors to 


explaim Curmventipa preferrededand cactual (levels sof 
Paseretpacionm 1mjcdecisaon-making are reported and 


discussed. 
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INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES: 


ITS NATURE AND JUSTIFICATIONS 


INTRODUCTION 


in the previous chapters the Current Perceptions of 


and Preferences for involvement in decision-making were 


reported and discussed. Little reference was inade to 


how preferences and perceptions compared to faculty's 


actual levels of involvement in present decision-making 


processes, especially as indicated by faculty memberships 


on committees, and by their perceived frequency of 
attendance at these committee meetings. Nor were the 
reasons for particular levels of involvement, and for 
DeccepLion OLmsuch Levels! fully discussed. 

In this chapter, therefore, the following are 
described and analysed: 

Pebacii ty seactud te veloeor involvement lin 


decrisron=Making processes. 


2. Faculty's frequency of attendance at committee 


meetings. 


3. The relationship between an instructors' level 


of involvement and his Current Perception of and Preference 
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for) involvement. 


4, Overall perceptions of decision-making involvement 
as reflected by preferences related to the time spent on 
decision-making; type of committee involvement; and the 
number of committee responsibilities. 

5. Reasons offered to explain Current levels of 
involvement. 

6. Instructor perceptions of why others are 


involved. 
INVOLVEMENT IN COMMITTEE REPRESENTATION 
Table 33 indicates respondents' perception of the 


number of committees related to their profession, of 


which they are a member. 


Table 33: Total Percentage Membership on Number of 
Committees (n = 100) 
Type of Committee Number of Committees 
0 aL 2 5 4 5 

Department Committee wn) 25 24 IBS) 6 9 
Faculty Committee 28 26 24 8 5) 9 
University Committee Se 26 9 3 4 3 
PVOVinecLalpaeNattonal, 34 if ab Ab 12 20 LG 

International 

Committee 


Several points are reflected in this table that are 
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relevant to the study. 

1. The majority of respondents appear to be 
involved in at least one committee, with only 19% not 
being a member. 

Guellomltke lt hood oretaculty having committee 
membership decreases with organizational distance from 
the Department focus. 

eee Chough=ianvolyingelesssetaculey than teithes 
Department or Faculty Committees, committee membership 


outside the Faculty on Provincial, National and 
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International bodies commands more instructor places (225) 


eianeetther Department (197) or Faculty 7(163) "Committees: 
Thus; sthe Mmayority of faculty appear tojbe involved 

to varying extents in Department and Faculty decision- 

making processes. .In addition 66% are involved in at 

least one discipline-oriented activity (i.e. an activity 

at a Provincial, National or International level 

Felated to a specific discipline interest) as well. 


This pattern of overall involvement is modified 


somewhat when the influence of member variables is noted. 


maole G4 2llustrates that as a result of these 


influences: 

ie hducational Foundations®is the onilys Department 
in which no member has no Department Committee 
membership. Educational Administration has one such 


member. 


2. Educational Psychology and Educational Foundations 
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Table 34: Selected Group Percentage Responses: Committee 
Membership 


(a) Percentage Responses: Department Committee 


Number of Committees 


0 al Z 3 4 5 
RANK 
Bominastrator (n=12) 25 8 9 8 9 41 
Mistructor *(n=ss) 18 his 26 20 6 3) 
SEX 
Male (n=87) 18 De 23 24 6 I 
Female (n=13) 23 8 30 8 8 ane 
STATUS 
Professor (n=37) 22 ths) 24 19 ic 19 
Associate Professor (n=50) 18 Le) 22 18 6 4 
Assistant Professor (n=13) 15 LS Sal! 24 16 0 
DEPARTMENT 
Elementary (n=21) ik) i] 23 19 10 10 
Secondary (n=22) PA BZ tS 5 5 13 
Founda tonsu.( n= 1.3.) 0 8 cut 46 0 | 
Anminvstratzron (n=16) 6 38 38 1% 6 0 
Psychology (n=22) 23 18 18 Ze 9 5 
Industrial & Vocational 50 Ls, il 0 0 16 

(n=6) 
(b) Percentage Responses: Faculty Committee 
Number of Committees 

0 ik 2 S 4 5 
RANK 
Administrator (n=12) 0 0 8 25 8 59 
fnStsuccor, (n=cc) 32 29 26 6 5) 2 
SEX 
Male (n=87) 28 26 25 7 5) 9 
Female (n=13) Syik 23 LS 2) 8 8 
SLATUS 
Professor” (n=37) 22 24 22 ah wy 3 Tes) 
Associate Professor (n=50) 26 26 28 8 8 4 
AsSuctantmePproracsObe (n=) 3)..o4 cil aS) 0 0 0 
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Mabtea345 (Continued) 
(c) Percentage Responses: University Committee 


Number of Committees 


0 1 2 3 4 5 
RANK 
Administrator (n=12) 33 A] Le] 0 8 25 
Instructor (n=88) 57 29 8 3 3 0 
SEX 
Male (n=87) 57 26 9 2 2 4 
Female (n=13) an Syih ths} 8 15 0 
So LALUS 
Professor (n=37) 32 LG. 14 6 8 8 
Associate Professor (n=50) 66 24 8 2 0 0 
msenstanterroressor i(n=13) 169 23 0 0 8 0 

(d) Percentage Responses: Provincial, National 
and International Committees 
Number of Committees 

0 ik 2 3 4 5 
RANK 
Aaministvator (n=i2Z) fi<2 8 0 iby lef 4l 
Instructor (n=88) 36 7, st Ta 20 2 
SEX 
Male (n=87) 37 6 AD 10 20 nS 
Female (n=13) 25 5 9 Ze 15 eS 
STATUS 
Professor (n=37) 24 3 8 8 35: 24 
Associate Professor (n=50) 38 10 2 2 14 14 
Assistant Professor (n=13) 46 8 iis: 23 8 0 
DEPARTMENT 
Elementary (n=21) 19 5 5 24 28 19 
Secondary (n=22) 29 9 14 4 iit i3 
BRoundatwvons (n=13) 54 0 0 8 HESS Ze 
Administration (n=16) 19 2 32 bey 19 6 
Psychology (n=22) Do 9 9 9 5 ibe) 
Industrial & Vocational a5 0 0 16 Ly aes 
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have a majority of members with no membership on 
Provincial, National "or International Committees. 

3. A larger percentage of Professors than Associate 
Professors and Assistant Professors perceived themselves 
as involved in no Department Committees. In Faculty, 
University and Provincial Committees, however, percentage 
scores indicating no committee involvement were consistently 
lower for Professors than Associate Professors, who in 
turn scored lower than Assistant Professors. 

4. A larger percentage of Instructors than 
Administrators perceived theinselves as not involved in 
Faculty and University Committees. The reverse was 
true for Department Committees. However, the Administrators 
with such a perception were in each case division 
co-ordinators. If these were excluded from the totals, 
then clearly and not unexpectedly, Administrators were 
more involved in all committees. 

5. Larger percentages of Females than Males claimed 
not to be involved in Department and Faculty Committees. 
fhe reverse was the case for University and Provincial 
Committees. 

Despite these differences it is evident that faculty 
expectations for involvement in decision-making as 
described in Chapters 5 and 6 are supported in the 
majority of instances by members being involved in at 
least some of the decision processes afforded through 


formal committee work. 
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Liomes very difficult to judge the quality of such 
involvement. One indicator may be regularity of 
attendance at committees, which does not measure 
perfomance, buthisfan indicator sor ginterest ‘and. concern. 
Three major points emerge from Table 35 which 
illustrates the reported overall attendance pattern at 


meetings by faculty members. 


Table 35: Overall Attendance at Staff and Committee 
Meetings (n = 100) 


Type of Meeting Estimated Percentage Attendance 
<20 21-40 41-60 61-80 81-100 


Faculzy lof sEducation 


Council iby, 7 aed 14 eal 
Faculty Committee 29 0 4 4 63 
Department Staff Meeting 10 2 3 5 80 
Department Committee 9 3 1 4 Ire 
University Committee 49 2 3 6 40 


Pepe Atcendanceratsbaculty of Education«Councrl 
meetings is more sporadic than for other meetings. These 
irregularities Can be partially explained in terms of the 
influence of timetable and other commitments on possibility 
of attendance and partly by the belief noted before, and 
held by a number of interviewees in both this study and that 
of the Long Range Planning Committee (1973:8) that the 
Faculty of Education Council was not serving its purpose 
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Some people were really voicing their feelings, 
Lieveeatscontent, tt -youswoula likelto put it most 
strongly,-with the Faculty of Education Council as 
a vehicle for expressing opinions, for exchanging 
ideas, for communicating with one's colleagues. 
2. For each of the other types of meeting, levels 
of attendance generally appear to be of two types. There 
are those who attend less than 20% of the time and there 
are those who attend more than 80% of the time. Relatively 
few fit into other categories. Those who attend more than 
80% of the time far out-number the others, with the 
exception of attendance at University Committee meetings. 
3. There appears to be a hierarchy of performance 
in attendance with the Department Staff meeting most 
Begularlyweattended by a, majority of staflt;efollowed by 
the Department Committee, the Faculty Committee, Faculty 
Of eEOucat ion. Council and, ithesUntversity Gommittees » Of 
all the structures the Department Staff meeting is viewed 
most favorably regarding participation, and, most probably, 
reganding,.cutcomes of involvement... This; “together pwath 
the fact that Department Committees rate second in 
paneicipation~. fUmcherssupportsmtherclaim made ingChapter 6 
that faculty tend to view the Department boundaries as 
the Jimiteo therm Mayon. decision cesponsibadity. 
Thus, while there are differences in attendance 
pabternsaccording to, the jpecitac. type sol) meétingy? overall 
patterns lend further support to the idea that faculty 


in thesmajority of) cases are yacting anemanner consistent 


with their stated preference for joint involvement in 
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decision-making. That is, respondents generally claim 

to prefer JOINT ACTION involvement in decision-making. 

Given the opportunity to become involved, the majority 
react by being regular participants in committee activities. 
iilseis, OL COULSe, SUDyect to tie exceptions noted =above: 

The pattern of attendance is modified by some of the 
group member variables. These are illustrated in Table 36. 

1. Assistant Professors on a percentage basis are 
far more regular attenders at Department Staff and 
Department Committee meetings than are Professors and to 
a lesser extent Associate Professors. 

2. Administrators are far more regular attenders at 
Baculty Of Baucation Council and Faculty Committee 
meetings than are Instructors. Such an occurrence is not 
unexpected and is probably related to the differing 
BUC t1ONGROnmscnesnUMminvseLracOr COmpared sto the Instructor. 

3. Relative to all other Departments, Educational 
Psychology has far less regular attendance at all meetings 
except University Committees. This pattern is illustrated 
in Table 36 by the example of Department Staff meeting 
attendance. 

Despite these group differences, patterns of response 
remain similar to the overall response with sporadic 
at vendancewat. BaAcuUlLty, On aeaucation, COunci 1; "and. oalil-or= 
nothing" attendance at the others. 

Thus, the majority of faculty members are involved in 


at least one of the formally established committee decision 
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Table 36: Selected Percentage Responses: Attendance 
at Meetings 


(a) Department Fercentage Responses: Attendance at Department 
Staff Meeting 


Estimated Rate of Attendance 
20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% 81-1003 


Elementary Education (n = 21) 14 0 0 0 86 

Secondary Education (nm = 22) 9 0 5 9 Wa 

Educational Foundations (n = 13) 9) 0 0 8 92 

Educational Administration (n = 16)19 0 0 0 91 

Educational Psychology (n = 22) 9 3 4 10 68 

apa aie: & Vocational Education 0 0 Aly 0 83 
n= 6) 


eee ——— ——————— 


(b) Status Group Percentage Responses: Attendance at 
Department Staff Meeting 


oH TN a, tS an te a INE we ec Se 2 ee RON A 
Estimated Rate of Attendance 
20% 21-40% 41-603 61-80% 81-1003 


Professor (n = 37) 16 3 8 3 70 
Associate Professor (nm = 50} 6 2 0 8 84 
Assistant Professor (nm = 13) 7 0 0 0 93 


(c) ‘Status Group Percentage Response: Attendance at Department 
Committee Meetings 


Estimated Rate of Attendance 
203 21-403 41-60% 61-80% 81-1003 


Professom (iif us) ah 0 3) 0 70 
Associate Professor (n = 50) 16 6 0) 8 70 
MBSd eens WreSwessene (iol = NSh) F 0 0 0 93 


(d) Rank Percentage Responses: Attendance at Faculty of 
Education Council 
Estimated Rate of Attendance 
203 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% 81-1003 


0 16 84 


Administrator (n = 12) 0 
Ws} 14 46 


ipasianweose (Gar = 8S) US) 


oo 


(e) Rank Percentage Responses: Attendance at Faculty 
Committee Meetings 


Estimated Rate of Attendance 
20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% 81-100% 


Administrator (n 


= 12) 0 0 0 0 100 
instructor (n = 88) sha) 0 4 


3) 58 
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2ae), 
structuuesmaspwelloas thesPaculty of Education Council: and 
the Department Staff Assembly, and in the majority of cases 


claim to attend on a regular basis. 


ATTITUDES TOWARDS PRESENT LEVELS AND TYPES OF 


INVOLVEMENT IN ACTUAL DECISION PROCESSES 


As a final indicator of how respondents would improve 
their present levels of involvement, they were required 
to make judgements about the number of committees in which 
they are involved at present, the tine spent in committees, 


and the type of committee membership preferred. 


Number of Committees 
Dab lems eindicaces Ehe total, percentage Tesponses) co 
the Statement. “The number of committecs on which fF would 


la ker to bera member is: 


Table 37: Preferred Involvement - Number of Committees 


(n = 100) 
Type of Involvement Percentage Response 
Fewer than at present 30 
The same as at present 58 
More than at present 2 


This pattern of a majority supporting their present 


numerical involvement, with lesser but nevertheless 
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sizable numbers wanting fewer and a small number wanting 
more involvement than at present is confirmed by generally 
Similar patterns of responses by the various membership 
GvOupSs. gisbnese responses, which are illustrated in 

Table 38(a) clarify some aspects of the overall pattern. 

1. Professors contribute more heavily to responses 
which call for involvement in fewer committees than do the 
other statuses. Males contribute more heavily than do 
Females jas.a percentage of the total number of responses. 
Members Of the Department of Educational Psychology 
contribute more heavily percentage-wise than do the 
other Departments. 

2. Associate Professors and Assistant Professors 
contribute more heavily to responses desiring more 
tnvolvement, than do. Professors. Females as a percentage 
contribute more than Males. 

3. Members of the Department of Educational 
Administration are more likely to prefer the same numerical 
involvement, and less likely to desire less or more than 
are the members of other Departments. 

4. sAdministrators are more likely to want 
involvement in fewer committees than Instructors. 
Instructors, however, are more likely to want the same 
level of involvement, and in 13% of cases want to be 


involved in more committees. 
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Table 38 (a): Total Percentage Responses for 
Preferred Involvement: Number 
of Committees 


Fewer Same More 
RANK - 
eho ieeskooss (Go = PS) Sores 41.67 
Instructor (n = 88) 26rA 60.22 13.64 
SEX 
Male (n = 87) 30.33 518i 4 IL ees 
Female (n = al2))) PH eye Si SW) sale! 14.29 
STATUS 
Prores'sOmm (iso) ) 40.54 Sons Pre FPak 
Associate Professor (n = 50) 227,00 62.00 16.00 
ASSIS taney erotessor i(e=meu3) 3 ORw6 46.16 PRESS OMS} 
DEPARTMENT 
Elementary Education (n = 21) 28)aDi7. Sek 4 Ay PAS) 
Secondary Education (n = 22) Pi PB SES) GOS) 1305 
Fducational Foundations (n = 13) ZB OS 69n23 To59 
Educational Administration (n = 16) dutch, 725) 75.00 6.25 
Educational Psychology (n = 22) 45.46 40.90 13.64 
Industrial 6 Vocational Education (n = 6)33'.32 50.00 IS Gaby 
Table 38 (b): Total Percentage Responses for Preferred Involvement: 

Time in Committees 

Less Same More 
RANK 
Administrator (n = 12) 66.67 3553 
Tsteructer (im = 68) 44.32 44,32 eS. 6: 
SEX 
Male (n = 87) 46.52 44.18 9.30 
Female (n = 13) 50.00 Byotey (fl iy DS) 
SPALUS 
Professor (n = 37) 62.16 Pe Ho 
Associate Professor (n = 50) 34.00 S200 14.00 
Assistant Professor (n = Bye) tee! 237.08 23508 
DEPARTMENT 
Elementary Education (n = 21) 42.86 42.86 14.28 
Secondary Education (n = 22) PT P| 63.64 Oe 
Educational Foundations (n = 13) 61.54 38.46 
Educational Administration (n = 16) Bi! SSG) Shisig 245) 6225 
Educational Psychology (n = 22) 63.64 D2 ie Leys (Se 
Industrial & Vocational Education (n = 6)66.66 1G Gr NG 67 


Tab'e 38 (c): Total Percentage Responses for Preferred Involvement: 
Type of Committee 


Same Different 
ee ee ee ee ee Se ee eee 
RANK 
Admanvstraten ((ne= 12) Sseoas 16.67 
lipofsnceanteherepe (Ger 2 (sie!) Ssieaek 46.59 
SEX ; 

Male (n = 87) SoS 0m 40.70 
Female (n = 13) 42.86 Bytes 
STATUS 

Proresson. (m= 37) 64.86 B35 
Associate Professor (n = 50) 56.00 44.00 
Assistant Professor (n = 13) 38.46 Oule 54 
DEPARTMENT 

Elementary Education (n = 21) 57 okie 42.86 
Secondary Education (n = 22) 63.63 Mog Siz 
Educational Foundations (n = 13) 61.54 38.46 
Educational Administration (n = 16) (238) 7/55) els PAS) 
Educational Psychology (n = 22) 50.00 50.00 
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Time Spent in Committee 
Bablems2vindicates a slightly darferent pattern in 


relation to the time respondents wish to spend in committee 
meetings, with more desiring less time to be spent, than 


the same or more time. 


Table 39: Preferred Involvement - Time at Committees 
(n = 100) 
Type of Involvement Percentage Response 
Less than at present 47 
The same as at present 43 
Moreethanvat present 10 


This pattern is clarified by some of the group 
responses, which are identified in Table 38(b). 

1. Professors as a percentage of their total 
contribute more heavily to responses desiring less time 
involvement, than either Associate Professors or Assistant 
Professors. 

2uurAS“adpercentage of their totalmnumbers Pemales con-= 
tribute more heavilv than Males in wanting less time involvement. 

3. Respondents from the Departments of Elementary 
Education, Secondary Education and Educational 
Administration contribute far less heavily to responses 
desiring less time than do the other Departments. 

4. Only the Department of Educational Foundations 


did not contribute to responses indicating a desire for 
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Zoi 
more involvement. Females as a percentage contributed 
more than Males, and Assistant Professors more than 
PorOcleaLeme Tr OLeSSOrs.@ "Professors: indicated) a-desine 
fon more time spent in committee meetings. 

D-y WOT LTdSssOrme Administrators wouldipreterntiless 
time involvement and none would like a greater involvement 
Enanealephesent.. slnstructorss appear evenly divided 
between those who want less and those who want the same 
time involvement. However, 12% also prefer more time 
involvement than at present. 

Tits ecoUb Ttecemconmsomerqualitvecation accordingstoy group 
membership, there is a tendency on the part of a near 
majority of respondents to prefer less time involvement 
in committee ineetings than presently occurs. Administrators, 
Females, Professors and members of the Departments of 
Educational’ Foundations, Educational Psychology, and 
Industrial and Vocational Education make greater relative 


Contributions’ to’ the near’majority, than do, other groups: 


Comparison of Results 


Four aspects of the response to the number of, and 
time spent at committees when compared with other results 
and with Current and Preferred Perceptions recorded in 
PART B of the questionnaire are relevant to the study. 

1. There are a substantial number who want to 
maintain present committee involvement, while wishing to 


reduce: the amount of time involvement. 
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2. Overall results in PART B of the questionnaire 
mnidicate that “in®the majority of cases respondents prefer 
JOINT ACTION as the level of decision involvement, and 
in nearly all cases desire a FORMAL level of involvement. 
However, 47% of responses indicated a desire for less 
time involvement. In other words, Imany respondents prefer 
to be involved FORMALLY in the decision-making processes. 
piey are Wess cértain that their present time anvolvement 
aS necessary to fulfil that preference, and doubt that 
the quality of their involvement can be equated with the 
length of time spent in decision-making. This concern is 
mighlighted@again, Later in this chapter. 

3. Respondents from the Department of Educational 
Psychology as a whole want both less time commitment and 
involvement in fewer committees. 

4. Current responses in PART B indicate that the 
me jority choose NONE in describing their Current level 
of involvement in decision-making. However, the majority 
indicated that they are involved with at least one committee 
as well as Department Staff meetings and Faculty of 
Education Council meetings. Further, for the majority, 
attendance at these is claimed to be regular. 

One might infer from these comparisons the existence 
of a discrepancy between faculty perception and action that 


appears partly explicable in terms of perceived committee 


effectiveness. 
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Perceived Committee Effectiveness 
In describing committee effectiveness one interviewee 
noted: 


Rationality does not enter decision-making as much 
as it should. It is based more on personality and 
emotion and this is reflected in the quality of 
debates... there are two types of decisions, 

approval and executive. Everyone wants to be in on 
the executive stage. Thus, whole groups will redo 
what the committee was charged to do. They will 
debate what the committee has spent several weeks on, 
and Nasal result decisions will not be on a rational 
basis as much as on a prestige basis. 


Similarly, concern for committee effectiveness was 
expressed by another interviewee who claimed: 


Participation on a broad base has been realized 

too much in the formal structure and not enough in 

the spirit of real participation. While everyone 
shoulde ba vemrne.opportunity ibonint luencemat ye deca si on— 
making should emphasize competence rather than 
mechanics. Committees should be a panel of decision- 
makers with knowledge in the area. Once their 
parameters are defined they should have sole 
JULISCLCLiOn. 


A third interviewee implied similar dissatisfaction 
with the competence of committees in the following 


observation: 


Manveamstructorsslack- aibackground of straining in 

decision-making. When it comes to negotiations they 

Sremnote Gained LOrethas. ...otnemectings they have 

problems framing and supporting acceptable motions... 

Support for the implications within these comments 
came in a variety of ways from the majority of interviewees. 
An existing level of scepticism is evident in relation to 
committees for several reasons: 


1. There seems no certainty among respondents that 


the work in committee will be reflected in the final 
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decision outcome, especially where final authority rests 
With large groups. 

2.) There seems no certainty among respondents in 
some instances at least that decisions reached are the 
outcomes of either rationality or expertise. 

3. There is concern that committees which often 
work long and hard do not always have sole jurisdiction 
over the final decision. 

4. There is concern among some that committee 
members do not have the training to make committees work 
in the most effective manner. 

In view of these types of responses it is 
understandable that many faculty, hold.a preference fora 


reduced time involvement and do not always equate 


involvement in decision-making with committee membership. 


mypes of Involvement 
Table 40 indicates that although a majority of 


respondents are satisfied with the type of committees 
in which they are presently involved, a substantial 
percentage would prefer to be involved in committees 
HPeLerLenGeinetype to those of which they are, presently 
members. 

Three, moditications of this pattern are apparent 
as a result of the influence of group member variables 


tsee Table 38 c ). 
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Table 40: Preferred Type of Committee Involvement (n = 100) 


rrr rere carne ere rrr SS re SEES oan neSnerSrEROSE 


Type of Involvement Percentage 
ce pe ca a ia 


The same Sy) 
Different 43 


1. A Majority of Females would prefer involvement 
in different committees. 

2. A majority of Assistant Professors would prefer 
to be involved in different committees. 

3. Administrators overwhelmingly wish to maintain 
the same committee membership, with 84% indicating this 
preference. However, more than half the Instructors (543%) 
Pidicate a desire for involvement in; different types of 
committees. 

Regardless of the impact of these modifications, 
which numerically are not very large, a significant 
number indicate dissatisfaction with the type of committees 
miley sare involved in. To an extent this assists in 
explaining why substantial numbers would prefer to spend 
less time in committee work. 

However, allied to tie tect. that arma jorauy) OL 
respondents wish to retain the same number of committee 
mivolvements, this also implies that faculty members feel 
a commitment to involvement in such structures, even 


where personal preferences are not satisfied. 
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REASONS EXPLAINING CURRENT 


LEVELS OF INVOLVEMENT 


In an attempt to identify the motivational basis 
for faculty involvement or lack of it in decision-making 
processes, all questionnaire respondents were required to 
enoosesanypor all,of fifteen statements which best described 
the reasons for their involvement level. Twenty-eight 
interviewees were also asked to respond to two questions 
relevant to this section: 

1. What motives move faculty members to participate 
in decision-making? 

2. What do you see as the major impediments to 


faculty member decisional participation? 


Questtonnalee (Responses 

Table 41 illustrates that the major reasons influencing 
individual faculty members to be involved in decision- 
making processes fall into two main categories. 

IeeeeCtOLe sait¢ecting faculty megatively centre 
Mainly on the time consuming nature of involvement, 
especially as related to taking too much time from teaching 
and teaching preparation. Almost half the respondents 
also believed too much time was consumed on unimportant 
matters. This seems to support the sceptical view noted 
earlier in the chapter that many respondents hold regarding 


the effectiveness of committees. It also helps to explain 
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Table 41: Total Percentage Responses: Justification of 


Decision Involvement rar 00)) 


PAPA T| 


Reason Percentage 
Response* 
1 Take too much time from research Ey, 
2 Waste too much time on inconsequential 
matters 47 
pee Lakes too, much, tamey from’ teaching and 
teaching preparation 64 
4 Essential to smooth functioning of 
Faculty and Department a3 
5 My personal duty 62 
6 Necessary to protect interests 24 
7 Brings influence 58 
Gee tactouainepLomot1on and \salanymincrement Z5 
9 Personal enjoyment iLg 
HUE peCccen tok sfaculty 47 
11 Avenue to improving research 8 
12 Avenue to improving teaching sie) 
13 Legitimizes decisions already taken i: 
14 Ideas and opinions not valued 5) 
ioe MO hel gVehe 12 
* BR 100% response is possible for each statement. 
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the apparent discrepancy noted earlier, between instructors’ 
preferences for JOINT ACTION involvement and their 
desires’ for less.time involvement. 

Zee haGctors vatfectings faculty positively centre 
mainly on two factors. A large majority regard involvement 
as essential to effective Faculty and Department 
functioning. They appear motivated to assist this 
functioning mainly through a sense of personal duty and 
Dbecaliserit tis expected of faculty. 

A third important aspect of the response pattern is 
the relatively low numbers of responses indicating a 
belief that meetings are important avenues for improving 
research and teaching. They were more likely to be 
seen as places where influence could be wielded, interests 
need to be protected, and judgements could be made 
“egarding promotion. This expectation, that committee 
attendance is a duty and expected, allied with the 
attitude that attendance does little to improve the 
Major elements of their profession, probably explains 
further why many faculty wish to maintain the same 
number of committees, but prefer to spend less time in 
committee meetings. 

Some modifications to the response pattern result 
from the various group member influences. These are 
illustrated in Table 42. 

1. Assistant Professors appear far more cynical 


of the value of committees and meetings than either 
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Associate Professors or Professors. As a percentage of 
thesr otaleresponding: population they contribute far 
more heavily than Professors or Associate Professors to 
responses indicating that meetings waste too much time 
on trivia, and take too much time from teaching and 
research, that involvement is necessary to protect 
Lite bes esa seo laAClLOme nmOGomocIOn;, ande1s ony, 
encouraged to give support to decisions already taken by 
administrators and other influentials. Similarly they 
are less likely to acknowledge the essentiality of 
meetings and committees to the functioning of the 
Depantement on Faculty. 

2. Instructors are more likely to view meetings 
as time wasting than are Administrators. 

3. Although percentage scores are relatively 
high for all Departments, members of both Elementary 
Education and Educational Administration are more likely 
than members of the other Departments to perceive 
attendance at meetings as essential to smooth functioning 


Ofathicebaculty and Department. 


interview Response 


Although individuals gave reasons such as duty, 
and response to expectations to justify their involvement 
in decision-making processes, interviewees were not 
reluctant to identify a range of other motives when asked 


to assess reasons underlying the involvement of faculty 
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23) 
generally. 

Analysis of the interview responses illustrates 
that nine broad classifications of motives were identified 
as contributing to positive attitudes toward being 
involved in decision processes. 

These included the following: 

Professional Concern: This refers to concern about 
the success and quality of Department and Faculty 
activities. 

Self Interest: This refers to the need perceived 
by instructors to become involved in decision-making to 
protect personal stakes in various programs, in tenure, 

MeO rOMOLLOn, etc. 

Belief in own Contribution: This refers to the 
positive attitude held by instructors that they have 
the ability to, and should make worthwhile contributions 
to decision-making. 

Power and Prestige: This refers to a desire to 
be involved in decision processes because involvement is 
seen as prestigous, and because it gives control over 
the direction of decision-making. 

Personaleinterest: This refers to the perception 
that involvement in decision-making is an inherently 
interesting activity in its own right. 

Sense of Responsibility: This refers tothe belief that 
participation is the duty of all faculty. 


Need for Visibility: This refers to the belief that 
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participation is a means of drawing attention to the role 
fem caplaying in an Institution. 

Peedbpack OL Information: This refers to the role a 
committee or staff meeting plays as a source of 
information about various Faculty and Department 
BacelVitiles. 

Dissonance Created by Previous Decisions: This teters 
to involvement activity stimulated by disagreement with 
decisions taken at earlier meetings. 

As shown in Table 43 a majority of interviewees 
identified two of these as important motives. These were 
Professional Concern and Self Interest. Two were 
identified by almost a majority. These were a Belief in 


one's own Contribution and Power and Prestige. 


Hable 432 Motives to Participate - Interviewees" Responses 
(n = 28) 
Motive Percentage Identifying 


Motives * 


Protessional Concern 60 
Sole Intesest 60 
belier sin one's own Contribution 44 
Power and Prestige 40 
Personal Interest 32 
Sense of Responsibility 20 
Need for Visibility 20 
Feedback of Information 8 
Dissonance Created by Previous Decisions 8 


* A 100% response is possible for each motive. 
oan le a, Mi ee aN Aan 


“I T= 

a ‘etvs, its oie oe iagit 
nr ; 

ae oer seta mii 


a 
sdeeie Risk ysseune'G ebh® 


-_ 
J , 
a > 


eis tay «id? : seule» 13% wde 


: 
orwely cattle yd iguter a fs eidat i wore 


| 


ax euuN? neo Cteut Yoatiogne es wesdd 3d’ one's ri sneb, 
stwit «ort *)Seweerar fide Bre eonoD fanolial 

7 a ‘or —- ay . 
ni Fatial) G sow ona? .ysivera@® éTecotis qa bert el t 


_ 
5 ‘ 
ea ok 


cgitun tT? bel tows his doifmiisaned = 


' 


aetnoyes® “onersiveesal <= »taqinliset oF der7iton SERS 
| (a = ail ie 
a 


: 
2 RR a PE coerce sani ——— sates ms Fg 


gaiy ws fuetk sosinso104 
_ Set e2e4 sa 4 
ES ES ee 


03 me | recto? Iscokee 
2 - a — Tee 
+ noltvahtsao? Gio a give 


233 

Three features of this response pattern are impomeant . 

teenie: Category, «Professionals Concern, roughly 
equates with the motive "Essential to smooth functioning 
of Faculty and Department". The results reported lend 
clear support to.each, other. 

Zee ie. Categories; Selteinterest,,. Belvet,aneonels 
own Contribution, and Power and Prestige, refer to 
aInSteuctor-oriented motives, i.e., concern with the self 
as compared, for example, to concern with other 
PIsctLUCLOrse, a Lreelang of responsibility, a sense of, duty. 

3. Only 24% of questionnaire respondents chose 
“Necessary to protect interests" to explain their present 
level of involvement. Sixty percent of interviewees chose 
Self Interest in describing the motives of instructors. 

In other words faculty members seemed more willing to 
assumeapolltical motives on the part of others Chan 
when adjudging their own motives. 

Interviewees also identified sixteen factors regarded 
as impediments to effective involvement in decision-making. 
Included among the impediments were the following: 

Time: This was regarded as important in two ways. 
The amount of time available for some decisions limited 
tie extent to which instructors could be involved. 
Pnstructors were also limited in the amount of time they 
Could gGivestco participation. 


Lack of Skill/Training in Decision-Making: This refers 


to the inability of faculty to use the decision-making 
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structure efficiently and effectively. Two examples of 
interviewees comments illustrate the limitation. 
People are not very skilled in decision-making - 


in what to say, in how to say it, and when to say 
it to effectively influence the meeting. 


Ins trucrorsesdackwor background anvtraining in 

decision-making is a most important impediment. 

When it comes to negotiations they are not trained 

spt Gola mateee 

It was claimed by interviewees that this led to 
disillusionment about the structure and withdrawal from 
decision processes. 

No Interest in Decision-Making: This refers to a 
lack of interest by instructors in involvement in decision- 
MeL nGmadsid (OLrOCceSs. 1 1ts owns right. 

Lack of Information: This refers to another 
impediment leading to dissatisfaction with decision 
processes and possible withdrawal from them. Concern 
was expressed that decisions sometimes had to be made 
without the requisite information, and that committee 
decisions were sometimes overturned by large groups 
acting without the information held by the committee. It 
is an impediment to effective participation rather than to 
jereveneine als reheelopa' lolete falas 

Structure: This refers to the nature of the 
organizational structure and of the formal processes of 
decision-making. One interviewee who was most concerned 
with this aspect made the following comment: 


A major limitation discouraging effective involvement 
is the general lethargy of the bureaucratic system. 
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It takes a long time to have things implemented. 

A long lead time is needed for decisions. ‘The 

structures bog the process down. 

Institutional Size: With one hundred and fifty faculty 
it was seen as almost impossible to involve everybody 
etrectivel yein, decision-making .4.The:size of the 
mnsea tution; it was.claimed, «inhibited truly participative 
decision-making. 

Money or rather lack of it, was seen as an impediment 
because of its influence on the availability of 
MoeOrlar One. a throug neextensi1 ves useaoteathe computer 
and research assistants. 

Personality has several aspects. It was noted in 
Chapter 4 that the personality of the Department Chairman 
may influence the type of decision-making process. 
Similarly; thespersonality) of the anstructor was! seen by 
interviewees as influencing his receptiveness to 
BaGgeicipatory.torms.of decision-making. 

No Evidence of Results: This refers to a perception 
Otetiee pant OLminsctsnuctors regarding the results: of 
their involvement. Where no evidence is apparent 
disillusionment with, and withdrawal from participation as 
Claimed) COMOCCUL. 

Teed taons,) This refers to the antluence Ot past 
styles of leadership and of past roles assigned to 
hierarchical positions upon present decision processes. 


Traditional structures and expectations are perceived as 


impeding participatory decision-making. 
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(edn Res wereld Creu This necters qtomthelactivity of 
interest groups, and to the use of position, prestige, and 
influence to achieve specific types of decisions. 

Lack of Status: Status of faculty members was 
perceived as a very important influence in decision-making. 
Similarly those who lacked status in the eyes of their 
ecl leagues, laced difliculty in convincing Colleagues of the 
worth of therm contribution. 

Present Voting System: This impediment related 
particularly to the method of voting people onto 
committees. The main criterion for voting was: perceived 
to be the familiarity of names. This impeded the election 
of many’. 

mac ty oAtmosphere: This refers to a beliem® that 
the Faculty did not really encourage participation. 

Expedient Behavior: This is related to Time and 
BeOLGESeEG chewscectsions Of administrators not towcall 
meetings in apparent attempts to avoid time wasting or to 
meet tight schedules. 

Nature of Formal Leadership: This is related to 
Rersconalitysand refers to the expectations for decision- 
making processes conveyed by the Dean or Department 
Chairmen. 

Table 44 illustrates that only one of the factors 
was identified by a majority of respondents and two by more 
than 40% of interviewees. Time was seen as a major 


impediment by 76%, thus supporting the identification of 
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negative motives as reported by the questionnaire 
wesponden us. lack” Of Skill anc/om Training 1n Decicion— 
Making was identified by 44% of interviewees, thus 
supporting the belief noted earlier that many faculty 
members are not adequately skilled in decision-making to 


maximize the benefits of involvement in decision-making. 


Table 44: Impediments to Participation - Interviewees' 
Responses (n = 28) 
Impediments Percentage Identifying 


Impediments * 


Time 76 
Lack of skill/training in decision-making 44 
No interest in decision-making 28 
hack oc intrormation 24 
ScLuUCcEULG 24 
Institutional size 24 
Money 16 
Personality 16 
No evidence of results 12 
rad veton i 
Political behavior i 
DackeoL status 8 
Present voting system 8 
HMaculty atmospnere 8 
Expedient behavior 8 
Nature of formal leadership 8 


* A 100% response is possible for each Impediment 


CONCLUSIONS DRAWN FROM RESULTS 


Several conclusions can be drawn from the results 


reported in Chapter 7. 


Woouthe majority of faculty recognize thar opportunities 
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for involvement in decision-making structures exist, 
especially through participation in the Faculty of 
Education Council and in the various Faculty and Department 
committees. However, subject to the influence of certain 
group variables which are discussed in Chapter 6, a 
majority of respondents currently perceived themselves as 
actually involved only at an INFORMAL level. Responses to 
interviews and to PART D of the questionnaire suggest that 
this perception results from scepticism about the 
effectiveness of committee operations and about whether 
final decisions’ reflect actual committee effort. Further, 
a series of impediments to participation exist which make 
momeoxereneiy, ditlicult: for faculty to be involved or to 
participate effectively, or to perceive the evidence of 
their involvement in the final outcome. Most often 
identified among these are Time and Lack of Skill in 
Decision-making. 

These influences have at least two effects: 

(t)os iPaculity have developed a preference for less 
time ablocation to committees, and, for 30%, less 
numerical involvement in committees. 

(ii) Current Perceptions of INFORMAL involvement 
by, faculty are very different from the opportunities: fox 
involvement which they acknowledge to exist. 

Dauelicwmaioruey, Ofetaculty, asubject ate, thesunt buenas 
of the group member variables noted in Chapter 6, prefer 


JOINT ACTION. involvement in decision-making. Attendance 
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patterns suggest thatelaculty in) the majority of cases 

are acting in a manner consistent with their stated 
preference, and are involved in at least one of the 
formally established committee decision structures as well 
as the Faculty of Education Council and the Department 
mtatt mecting 2) 4imithe majority. of cases they claim to 
attend on a regular basis as well. In describing reasons 
fox such) dé@sires: faculty refer to “Duty” and “Essentiality 
EOsDepagument ganduhacultperunctvoning: segrin Wdescrs bing 

the motives of others, they refer most often to 
“Professional Concern" and "Self Interest". Only rarely 
do faculty see meetings as essential to their teaching 

and research functions. 

Hits Otis mils)s and, (C)eisuggedstuchabeacis*eyawant= LO 
be involved for professional, personal and duty-oriented 
reasons, and act accordingly when given this opportunity. 
However, they presently perceive involvement opportunities 
as not allowing for effective involvement, and consequently 
describe their present levels of involvement as INFORMAL. 

Several other relationships regarding group member 
Variables are highlighted by this data. 

3. There appears to be a hierarchy of involvement 
as far as employment status is concerned, with Professors 
more likely to be involved in committees than are 
NesoctateuProtessors:,, who, in turn, are more plikely yto) be 
involved than Assistant Professors. This hierarchy of 


involvement does not reflect the desires of the different 
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groups, however. 
(1) Professors want less committee involvements 
Elian theyother groups. 

(ii) Where more committee involvements are desired 
ie ceDVeoosisctenteand Associate Professors. 

(iii) Professors are more likely to desire less 
time involvement than are Associate Professors or 
Assistant Professors. 

(iv) Assistant Professors are more likely to 
desire more time involvement than are Associate Professors 
or Professors. 

(v) A substantial minority of Assistant Professors 
preferred a different type of committee involvement. 

Thus, those with the highest levels of involvement 
tend to want less. Those with lower levels tend to 
want more, and to some extent a different type. 

These differences also help to explain why Associate 
Professors and Assistant Professors make higher percentage 
responses than Professors indicating conditions of 
decisional deprivation, and why Professors make higher 
percentage scores indicating conditions of decisional 


Sacuration. 


Ae pecnmilaresniernacchy OL i nvolvcient exists lor 
Manindgsieatone and Instructors. With the exceptions of 
Department Committees, Administrators are more involved aD 
committees, and are more regular attenders, especially at 


Faculty of Education Council and at Faculty Committees. 
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That this hierarchy should continue to exist is by no 
means certain at least in the eyes of the respondents. 
(i) Administrators are more likely to want less 
involvement in committees than are Instructors. 
(ii) A small percentage of Instructors desire 
greater involvement than they presently have. 

Cole BACnet nas t radcOlca ke enone likely to desire 
Pessucimesinvolvement than instructors , who rare vevenly 
divided on the issue. 

(iv) A small percentage of Instructors want a 
greater time involvement. 
(v) Instructors are more likely than Administrators 
to prefer a different type of involvement. 
Thus there is a trend for Administrators to be more 
involved than Instructors and want less involvement. 
Mist encrOrs are more likely to be anvolved less, to 
want the same or more involvement, and to want a different 
type of involvement. 
5. Some of the reported responses when differentiated 
according to the respondent's sex, lend support to at 
least one finding reported in earlier chapters. 
(i) Females are more likely to want more time 
involvement in committees than are Males. 
(11). femaleswanesmoremiuikely to prefer a ditferenc 
type of committee involvement to the present than are Males. 
These two results help to explain the findings 


reported in Chapter 6 that Females prefer a higher level of 
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decision-making involvement in Intra-Faculty Organization 


than do Males. By more involvement in this decision 
area, some change in the nature of their involvement may 
be possible. 

One further comment remains. Respondent's desires 
PUOULECIMmes Spent. 1n,;mnumber On, ano type of committee 
involvement at times appear to conflict with general 
Preferences for JOINT ACTION involvement. However, it 
must be remembered that Preferences refer to some future 
preferred condition. Desires as measured by time spent 
in, number of, and type of committee involvements refer 
to attitudes toward the situation currently perceived 


LO ex Ts t.. 


SUMMARY 


In this chapter faculty members' actual levels of 
involvement in decision-making; the relationship between 
thesesand Preferrea and Currently Perceived Levels of 
involvement; faculty preferences regarding time spent on 
committees, type of committee involvement and the number 
of committee responsibilities; reasons offered to explain 
Current levels of involvement; and perception of why 


others are involved were discussed. 


In the next chapter the results reported in 
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Sliapeersma4, >, 6G and@/ “will be synthesized in an 
attempt to provide solutions to the study problems 


tdentibred in’ Chapter 1. 


CHAPTER 8 


A oYNTHES IS. OF VLHE, RESULTS 


OF THE INVESTIGATION 


INTRODUCTION 


In Chapter 1 the problem investigated in this 
basically descriptive study was stated in the following 


general way: 


What are the Current Perceptions of and Preferences 

for participation in decision-making of administra- 

EGL= won nS trucvcors, in tne Waculty of Education 

at the University of Alberta? What is the extent 

of participation in decision-making? How are these 

perceptions and the extent of participation related 

to a number of member variables? 

To provide answers to the stated problem, information 
was sought by asking thirteen questions grouped in three 
broad Categories. This chapter reports on the results of 


the investigation in terms of these categories and the 


attendant questions. 


GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF AND EXPECTATIONS 


POR PARTICIPATION 


WnateLe che nature of the existing Paculry decision- 
making structure as perceived by the investigator? 


The formal decision-making structure has a variety 
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Ofermpowrant features. Several decision-making bodies 
are located at different levels of the organization: 
SG pecucsracul ty sol ducati onscounci lat. the Faculty 
level; Graduate and Undergraduate Committees at the 
Department plevel; “Division startl meetings at the Division 
level, etc. Membership varies according to the level 
and purpose of the body and the type of decision being made. 
For example, all faculty are members of the Faculty of 
Education Council where policy decisions are made. In 
contrast, where policies are implemented membership may 
be aS a nominee on a committee, or as a Single. 
administrator. Decisions are not always the responsibility 
of one particular decision body, often being referred 
Povotcher bod1 ese on vdiuscussion and Latili1catvon as) Lone 
procedures for making such decisions vary with different 
decision-making bodies. 

The formal decision-making structure is based on 
the concept of faculty involvement. In matters closely 
related to the professional domain of teaching and research 
the involvement is as direct as possible. Where outcomes 
of the decision are uncertain and related to policy 
decisions they are subject to vote or consensus by total 
faculty. Where the outcome is uncertain and concerned with 
the administration of personnel they are subject to 
vote or consensus by an elected committee (e.g., decisions 
about the promotion of individual faculty). Where the 


outcome is certain and concerned with policy implementation 
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they are subject to vote (e.g., policy decisions by 
Faculty of Education Council), consensus (e.g., decisions 
in some Department staff meetings), or unilateral decision 
by a representative committee or single administrator 
(e.g.,, decisions about travel funds). Where the outcome 
is certain and concerned with administrative detail they 
are subject toPunilateral, decision) by a single 
aoministretor (e.g): ;.decisions»about offices functions). 

Thus, in his professional area of teaching and 
research the faculty member can expect to be responsible 
for his own decisions. In the area of policy decisions 
he votes as a member of a group. In other decision 
bodies a person, either nominated or elected represents 
him, and in administrative detail an administrator acts 
for him. The committee member has representative status 
acting independently and net necessarily reflecting his 
group's wishes, as compared to delegate status where 
his actions are directed solely by the wishes of the 
group. The administrator is responsible to faculty in 
Biatechevataves thesopporcunibyeto, play an active role in 
his selection. 

At least four features are evident in the Faculty, 
however, which make unwise any assurance that the 
identified structure actually represents the process by 
which decisions are reached. 

AA thoughsuinstructor) participation an decision-making 


is encouraged in the Faculty, participation beyond ee 
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Faculty of Education Council and the Department does noe 
allowglormmall= tO participate equally. (There are a 
number of people other than Department Chairmen who 
are more heavily involved than others, and who have 
greater access to information by virtue of their prestige 
and rank. Many decisions, e.g., finance and requirements 
POU reacher certification, are influenced py external 
agencies to the extent that they often pre-determine 
the nature of a series of consequential decisions within 
the Faculty or Department. Note, for example, the 
influence restrictions in finance have had on employment 
of new staff, development of new courses, allocation of 
teaching hours, etc. Note also, for example, the 
influence requirements for an extended practicum may 
have on the development of Teacher Education programs. 
Finally, even where decisions are made within the formal 
structure the length of the decision process and the 
diffuse nature of decision-making mean that interim or 
facilitative decisions often have to be taken which 
modity the final decision outcome. 

Thus, formal decision-making structures in the 
Faculty have been developed to allow instructor 
participation in decision-making directly or by 
representation. However, there are a variety of factors 
which may inhibit those who appear to be involved 
Dyegthne structure, actually perceiving their involvement 


especially as illustrated in the nature of final decision 
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outcomes. 


faculty members! Perceptions of Current 
involvement in decision-— ~making and the 


possibilities existing for involvement 
ee ee eee volvement? 


To what extent do Similarities exist between 


Although the formal decision structure has been 
established to encourage instructor input in decision- 
making, instructors still chose INFORMAL categories most 
often when describing their current perceived level of 
involvement. At first this appears condemnatory of the 
Poca woecrsiOon, structure. JHowever, 1nterviewecs indicated 
an appreciation of the avowed purpose of the present 
structure and were in general agreement with ee aims. 
Where uncertainty existed it was in perceiving the 
Operation of these structures as effective in their 
purpose of bringing about involvement. Scepticism of 
committee involvement as a way of involving instructors 
in decision-making was expressed by many. They were 
uncertain that work in committee was reflected in final 
decision outcomes, especially where final authority 
rested with large groups. They often felt that decision 
outcomes were based on neither rationality nor expertise. 
They believed that many committee members were unskilled 
in making committees work effectively, and they were 
concerned that sole jurisdiction over final decisions 
rarely rested with committees. Many were unsure that 
representatives on committees really represented Instructor 


belief. Finally, among many there was a belief that 
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the process of nomination for election to committees 
militated against involvement of the lesser known, less 
prestigious, lower ranked faculty members. 

Et »seemed to the researcher, therefore, that while 
structures for involvement existed and while faculty 
members were involved in these structures, if final 
eurecomessdicd not reflect, their input, into, che decision 
BEOcCess, they were unlikely to judge that involvement as 
meaningful. As illustrated above, there are several 
reasons why the decision outcome might not reflect that 
input. 
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desires for Pabeicipatcivon and) theme ve CopltOonaros 
thevcurrent extent of Peablicipation: 


The results of the study indicate that generally 
Speaking there are three clearly definable groups within 
the Faculty, regarding Current Perceptions of and 
Preferences for involvement in decision-making. There 
are those who perceived themselves as FORMALLY involved 
in decision-making with the administration and wished to 
Maintain that status. There are those who perceived 
themselves as only INFORMALLY involved and wished to 
increase their level of involvement. Thirty-nine percent 
Of responses indicating conditions of decisional 
deprivation typify this group. Finally, there are those 
who perceived themselves as not involved, and who wished 
to maintain that status. This is only a small group. 


The majority of respondents did not wish to have total 
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control over Faculty decision-making. However, they 
did wish to have some formality in procedures and expected 
their opinions to be formally recognized in decision 
outcomes. 

Academic Operations was the decision area most 
closely identified by respondents as their own bailiwick. 
Tog ethiemwithwintra-PhacuiltyeOrganization! this; was the sanea 
attracting most responses indicating a condition of 
decisional equilibrium. 

uhe aecision area of 'Financial Planning jand) Policy 
attracted a majority of responses indicating a condition 
of decisional deprivation. Despite the feeling of 
deprivation however, faculty only desired to be involved 
at the level of CONSULTATION. 

Thus, for a large number, Preferences and Current 
Perceptions were very similar. However, 40% of responses 
differed: in Current Perceptions of involvement as 
compared to Preferred levels of involvement. Such 
differencessweresmost likely topoccur in the decision 
area of Financial Planning and Policy and least likely 
to occuran’ Academic: Operations: Faculty members rarely 


desired total control over their involvement, however. 
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THE RELATIONSHIP OF FACULTY MEMBER 


VARIABLES TO CURRENT AND PREFERRED PERCEPTIONS 


feomwhatsextent dovsimilaritres exist between 

instructor and Administrator perceptions of Current 

ane. ceorerred’ modesvor "participation? © "." = 

In describing perceived Current levels of involvement 
in decision-making Instructors chose INFORMAL categories 
more OLten than did Administrators’ (55% compared to 452). 
Administrators generally perceived Instructors as being 
involved at an appropriate level. Seventy-six percent 
of their responses indicated conditions of decisional 
equilibrium. However, a large minority of Instructors 
(43%) indicated conditions of perceived decisional 
depriVvearon.w —lnethesdecis1o0n areas) Of Faculty Recruitment 
and Pineancial Plannmng and, Policy a majority of 
Instructors' responses indicated decisional deprivation. 
The areas of Academic Operations and Intra-Faculty 
Organization were those most likely to indicate a Gong Teron 
of decisional equilibrium on the part of the Instructor 
(653 in each case). 

A multiple discriminant analysis illustrated that 
in individual decision areas, Administrators were more 
likely to perceive Instructors as currently formally 
involved in Faculty Recruitment and Financial Planning and 
Policy than were the Instructors themselves. 


Administrators scored higher in their perceptions of 


Preferred Instructor involvement in Intra-Faculty 
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Organization than did Instructors. Instructors scored 
higher in their Preferred level of involvement in Faculty 
DLAC ss. 

Thus, although there are notable variations to the 
response pattern, Administrators perceived Instructors 
generally as involved at an appropriate level in most 
decision-making areas. Instructors, however, indicated 
that they are not involved at the level they would prefer. 
This level of preference was normally JOINT ACTION or 
CONSULTATION. Only rarely in individual response 
patterns did Instructors express a desire to have total 


control over decision-making. 


To what extent do similarities exist among Departments 


Wat hid the Faculty pega ee ag facult Vv nemberSy 


participation in decision- making? 


With the exception of Elementary Education, respondents 
in all Departments chose either NONE or DISCUSSION most 
often when describing perceived Current levels of 
involvement. Members of the Department of Elementary 
Education chose JOINT ACTION marginally more often than 
NONE. All Department group respondents chose JOINT ACTION 
most often, in describing their Preferred involvement. 
Departments tended to cluster into two groups according 
to their responses. Members of the Department of 
Elementary Education and Educational Administration had 
similar response patterns largely indicating conditions 


of decisional equilibrium. 
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The pete aot discriminant analysis suggested that 
Pues traditional “preserve of the-sinstructor, Academic 
Operations was not unanimously viewed in such a way, 
especially by faculty members of Educational Foundations, 
moucat1Onal” Psychology, and Industrial eand Vocational 
Education who scored lower in their Current Perceptions 
of involvement in this area than did the other Departments. 
Elementary Education faculty perceived higher levels of 
involvement in Faculty Recruitment and preferred higher 
eivolvemenc in’ Intra-Faculty Organizatven than did the 
Otuers. tndustrial and’ Vocational Education faculty 
perceived higher levels of involvement in Financial 


Planning and POMC. 


TOewhat extent do Similarities exist between Male 


pncdweemale seaculty perceptions (Or Current and 


PeeterrcuMoues OL pat Cipatctone 


Males were more likely to choose INFORMAL categories 
in describing their Current Perception of decision 
involvement than Females, who chose FORMAL categories 
Marginally more often. Both chose JOINT ACTION most 
often as the Preferred category, although Males chose 
CONSULTATION almost as often. A MNajOLucy On responses by 
Females indicated conditions of decisional equilibrium 
and in no decision area did a majority of responses 
indicate conditions of decisional deprivation. Males! 
responses indicated majority conditions of decisional 
deprivation in Financial Planning and Policy. Only an 


the areas of Academic Operations and Intra-Faculty 
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Organization did less than one third of Males'! responses 
indicate decisional deprivation. 

Females preferred high levels of decision-making 
involvement in Intra-Faculty Organization, apparently 
perceiving some disadvantage in the present structures 
which determine committee membership. 

Thus, even though Females in 49% of cases viewed 
themselves as currently INFORMALLY involved, they were 
still less likely than Males to view themselves as less 
involved than they would prefer to be and more likely to 
view themselves as involved at an acceptable level in all 
decision areas. 


LO Wheat vextent do isimtlarities exist «between 
employment Statuses “fegarding perceptions Of Current 
ence hc ner ned ~modes On participa ELOne 


Professors were more likely to perceive instructors 


as currently FORMALLY involved in decision-making than 
were Associate and Assistant Professors. In describing 
Preferred levels of involvement, however, all three groups 
made a majority of responses in FORMAL categories, 
although Assistant Professors were less likely to do so 
than the others. Associate Professors perceived a 

higher level of Current involvement in Intra-Faculty 


Organization and a lesser level of Current involvement in 


Faculty Recruitment and Faculty-Environment Interaction 


than Professors and Assistant Professors. Associate 


Professors also held a higher Preferred level of 


involvement in Faculty-Environment TnteractLon. 


P ; ph - 


itomneanbach eobash tee aeveh/tgtel Ber: 
these anneal <0 wehsicg 
aati ye il ru, wpede al 
bow Lv ae - (eh ai moame’s rigid 
oviw oyede , betlavedischenognr ylopeeuey 
Reel we esyivaphads Mas OF isin cele 
o: yhetthl stem te af oe Anteeg Slaw yeds s + be 
at level ofdargnord a4 20 hevlotul sq (get lagm 


ai peree 

JER. 
anosgw ial evieguseg oF yiodtit auas siieen 
fees pi iAeo-netecoeG Wid, OO T/O CRS 


wiidiznash ai .S10c0e5G74 sastecana bas 
a 


_ 
a 


aqweag e2an? Lin ,2eveeed (J oom vlogs to abevel. 
#oeliogeias 2/5107 a1 contegind (20 {2A- ' 

Ow of OF viesl! eaol Ste) trda—I03T Je | 

& Gavia 1094 axonis 07 of6 ObeRA 4, Waele 
Yessoel-erdnh ab gaat eLoyns seexnod, aes 

as dromeviurds Jae7307 29 faves deans my Rae Bi 
Botiee 03g) tyammO‘a a2 ee Se 


dfatoois -ieeetoy’ ioocdeeA ite. <ete _ 
46 Te ae aks saa -_ 
ins 
es ee + oe wo 4 


' | fhe 


' : a . a ae 


255 


Overall decisional deprivation scores were relatively 
even. Associate Professors had a majority of responses 
indicating decisional deprivation in Financial Planning 
and Policy and Faculty Status; Assistant Professors in 
Financial Planning and Policy. Assistant Professors 


overall, had the highest percentage of scores indicating 
decisional equilibrium and decisional saturation scores 
were relatively more prevalent among Professors than 


others. 


What relationship does individual faculty members' 
OBLentatl on EOE their « discipline have to their 
Preferred modes of partici ipation? 


No strong sae treat was identified as existing 
between an instructor's orientation to his discipline and 
his Preferred modes of participation. However, a 
positive relationship was shown to exist between the 
Pmdavidualeinstructor"s disciplane-orilentation and atems 
relating to faculty appointments, promotions, evaluations 
and dismissals, and to teaching and service activities. 
Negative relationships were shown to exist with planning 
PEeancTo-Visuel alds ana constructing Classe schedules. 
These relationships were simall in absolute terms, but 
molaci Ves tomtne Other o> correlations betweensPreterred 
Involvement items and discipline-orientation which all 
closely approached zero they had some substance. Further 
substance was given to them by the regularity of the 


pattern of items for which the slight relationship was 


indicated. 
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What _ explanations are presented by respondents 


ee puisit by Current, Preferred and Actual 
modes of participation in decision-making? 


A majority or near majority of instructors judged 
themselves to be motivated positively by a belief in 
Ene weecsential ttyaohy participationefor whessmooth 
functioning of Faculty and Department (73% of respondents) ; 
Dyed sense of personal duty (62% of respondents) ; and 
Because ted smexpected of facuiltys (47 te0teresooncents) . 
When asked to judge the motives of other instructors 
several other variables were introduced. Of these, four 
Weneeicentified by a majority or near majority: 
professional concern (60% of respondents); self interest 
(603 of respondents); a belief in ability to make a 
worthwhile contribution (44% of respondents); and a desire 
for power and prestige (40% of respondents). 

Factors that; discouraged participation centred on 
the time element involved, especially as reflected in the 
resulting reduction of time available for teaching, 
teaching preparation and research (64% of respondents). 
Time wasting on inconsequential matters was also 
Maenitiiied by 64% as an inhibiting factor. In identifying 
impediments to participation by instructors generally, 
interviewees identified a wide variety of possible 
impediments in addition to emphasizing time as the main 
negative factor. Among the most often identified were 
the lack of skill of instructors in decision-making 
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25a) 
(28% of interviewees) ; lack of information relevant to 
decisions (24% of interviewees); organizational structure 


and institutional size (24% of interviewees). 


THE NATURE OF FACULTY INVOLVEMENT IN 


EXISTING DECISION-MAKING STRUCTURES 


What is ithe nature of Pac@udcy involvement in 


existing decision-making structures? 

The majority of respondents in the study were 
involved in at least three decision-making processes: 
the -Paculty of Education Council; the Department Statf 
meeting; and at least one committee. Perceived levels 
of attendance at these varied. Attendance at Faculty 
of Education Council meetings is more sporadic than for 
other meetings, probably as a result of the influence of 
other commitments and of the belief that the Council was 
nOtesemvancetes ehunction asta ‘forumyo£f discuss ion _ ikon 
other types of meetings attendance appeared to be of 
two itypes, with a minority attending less than 20% of 
Pieitameeand harmajority moregthanes02 olethegcimes The 
Department Staff meeting was most likely to attract regular 
majority attendance, followed in turn by the Department 
Committee, the Faculty Committee, Faculty of Education 
Council and University Committee. 

Thus, while there were differences in attendance 


patterns according to the specific type of meeting they 
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suggested that instructors act in a manner consistent 
with their stated preference for JOINT ACTION involvement 
WneCeelSionemaking:. 

The majority supported their present numerical 
involvement in committees although 30% would like to be 
mivelvedei etewermconmitteesithanvat meresent smA mear 
Majority of respondents would prefer less time involvement 
than they have at present. There existed among respondents 
a suspicion about the effectiveness of the committee 
structure and the meaningfulness of their present 
individual involvement in decision-making processes. 
MEChOugH ral Majority indieated: satisfaction with itheixz 
present type of committee involvement, a substantial 


minority preferred a different type of involvement. 


Are there Cie ye Mees between ranks Seine actual 


participation and one desire for p< participation 
in decision- -making? 


Generally speaking, both Instructors and Administrators 
appeared to participate in a manner consistent with 
Pietredecines LOr Oabticipation. However, there were (some 
datterences between the two groups in thein actual 
levels of participation in various committees. A larger 
percentage of Instructors than Administrators perceived 
themselves as not involved in Faculty and University 
Committees. As a consequence the data show them to be 
less regular attenders at these. Administrators perceived 


thercepresent level of involvement in committees as too 
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heavy and desired less time to be spent in meeting 
involvement. Instructors however, were more likely 
to want the same level of involvement. However, 13% 
wanted more involvement. Instructors were evenly 
diveigediin therm vattitude toutime anvolvyement with 443 
preferring the same time involvement and 44% wanting less. 
Twelve percent preferred a greater time involvement than 
at present. Surprisingly, in view of preferences for the 
number and type of committee involvements, Administrators 
overwhelmingly desired the same type of involvement. A 
majority of Instructors, however, preferred a type of 
involvement different from the present, even though the 
majority were willing to maintain the same numerical 


commitment they presently had. 


Are there differences between sexes in actual 
eS Ne ee ? SF ae = PS (oe CUES RE eT ET SUS a ES 
Daverclpacllonl, and 1m desire Lor participation 
a 
in decision-making? 


Both Males and Females chose JOINT ACTION most often 
as the Preferred category of involvement although Males 
chose CONSULTATION almost as often. Generally speaking, 
Females who chose INFORMAL categories to describe their 
present level of involvement were content with this 
involvement. Although larger percentages of Females than 
Males claimed not to be involved in Department and Faculty 
Committees, the reverse was the case for University and 
Provincial Committees. Females also claimed to be more 
involved in volunteer committees than in elected committee. 


There was little difference between the patterns of 
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However, Females were more likely 


than Males to desire greater numerical involvement, and 


want less or more time involvement. 


the Female respondents (583) 

gee rerent Committees “compared 
Females were less likely than 
Wien tne Status quo regarding 
decision processes. This was 


PART B of the questionnaire a 


Females indicated a condition 


More than half of 


preferred involvement in 


to 41% of Males. Overall, 
Males to indicate contentment 
involvement in particular 
despite the fact that in 
majority of responses by 


of decisitonal “equilibrium. 


miromprObably reflects a concern about the quality of 


eieis involvement ‘rather “than 


involvement. 


about the actual level of 


Thus, the responses of Males and Females were 


emirban in tial their levels of participation matched with 


their stated preferences. 


They were dissimilar in that 


Females were more likely to be less than content with the 


MaturesoLethneir Level of participation las. compared, to their 


actual level of involvement. 


Are there differences between employment statuses 
in actual partiGipation and in desire ior 
participation in decision-making? 

Poe ae LOE MeO ee eee 


There are several differences in the patterns of 


response according to status. 


Associate Professors and 


Assistant Professors were less likely to be involved in 


no Department Committees than were Professors. 


However, 


in Faculty, University and Provincial Committees the 
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reverse was the case. Professors perceive themselves as 
less regular attenders at Department Staff and Department 
Committee meetings than do Assistant Professors and to 

a lesser extent Associate Professors. They were more 
likely to desire involvement in fewer committees, to 
prefer less time involvement, and to want to maintain 
involvement in the same type of committee. Assistant 
ErGtessonusswere more likely ethan «the other wtatuses sto 
want a different type of involvement, and in 24% of cases 
wanted to be involved in more and spend more time in 
committee work. 

Nevertheless, although there were clear differences 
between statuses in their responses to various aspects of 
involvement in decision-making, their preferences for 
involvement were generally consistent with actual 
Dabiurclpati1om in “decision-making (processes. 


Agee ememper variables of arene status, sex, 


discipline-orientation and Department those most 
BppECDY ta te shom iaCcountang et Ox differences of Ohm b 
PEECepE1On? 


The different group memberships accounted for some 


differences that occur in Current Perceptions of and 
Preferred Involvement in decision-making. No one type of 
group membership explained totally the differences in 
response. With the demographic data available, an attempt 
was made to type groups that evolved from an obverse 

factor analysis. However, no combination of characteristics 


appeared to predominate in any group to the extent that 
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that group could be typed. 

The obverse factor analysis suggested that the 
perceptions of and preferences for involvement in decision- 
making tended to be influenced more by factors other than 
the normal demographic factors recorded in this study. 
such factors were not specifically identified. Analysis 
o£ overall results and interviews suggested that there 
were at least two partial determinants of perceptions and 
PEemeneieces: 

The influence of the decision area is one of these 
It can be illustrated by reference to respondents' higher 
expectations for involvement in decision-making relevant 
to their individual Department than to other Departments 
and the Faculty. Results suggested that there was a 
definite tendency to equate boundaries of decision 
HesponsibLli ty with those of the Department. 

Similerly, a preference for higher levels of 
anvolvement in Financial Planning and Policy, and to a 
lesser extent Faculty Status, as well as a tendency of 
respondents towards decisional equilibrium in Academic 
Operations and Intra-Faculty Organization were all 
indicators that preferences cut across membership group 
boundaries, but were tempered by the nature of the 
decision area involved. 

Personal factors that interact with organizational 
factors and vice versa to influence perceptions and 


preferences were identified as a second determinant. 
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Included in these personal factors were interest in and 
Se wetnececiscion-making; thevability of the andividual 
to make particular decision processes work for him; 
individual perception of previous successful or unsuccessful 
involvement in decision-making; a need for ego-involvement} 
existing prestige level within the Faculty; relationships 
with other prestigous influentials in the Department; 
Enewsize of the institution; the nature of established 
decision-making structures; and the organizational 


atmosphere of the Paculty and Department. 


In this chapter the results of the study are 
summarized in such a way that a number of conclusions 
could be drawn in response to the study problems 
Maen fica in Chapter. in the final chapter, tie 
findings of this study are discussed in terms of their 


ioitcadttOonseLor theory, practice and research. 
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CHAPTER 9 


IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY, PRACTICE AND RESEARCH 


INTRODUCTION 


in this chapter the results reported in previous 
chapters and summarized in Chapter 8 are analysed in 
CoriscwOrstie implications they have for theory, researcn 
and practice in the area of governance in higher education. 


Little reference has been made to this point to the 


£O Flowing: 

ieee che application OLvlrescUlts CONextet ing sdeelsio! 
theory. 

Pee ineroente1 ti cation Of IMplicaltOonssoOL, bits study 


for decision-model development. 

B27) oh comparison ot the results of This study with 
those of other studies. 

hee line needs Ldentitied Lor further research. 

Bemeine imoltcation of the results (ofethe study efor 
Faculty governance generally, and specifically for 


governance in the Faculty studied. 


These are considered in the remainder of this 
chapter. In identifying these inplcagloneGiGamis € be 


noted, however, that this study analysed the decision- 
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making processes of only one Faculty. Consequently, 
while statements may be made with certainty about 
implications for practice within that Faculty, any 
attempt to generalize to Faculties as a whole must be 
undertaken with caution. As applied to Faculty governance 
OniVvexrsally, therefore, the sresults of this study are 
analysed in the following sections only in terms of the 
suDDOLUsenley.OLter Ooreiar ly tosortes to «existing research 
findings.in the area, and in terms of questions arising 


from the study which may lead to further tneory development. 


IMPLICATIONS FOR EXISTING THEORY 


This study provides information which may serve to 
Glarify several of-the concepts of decision theory 
PdentltucomiNecChapteren,eparticularly ease nese canbe 
applied to the organization of a Faculty of Education. 
Especially relevant to this study are the decision models 
of Thompson (1967) and Simon (1964), and the models of 
organization deemed applicable to the Faculty setting, 


viz. bureaucratic, collegial, mixed and political. 


The Nature of Decision-Making 


This study identified a number of factors relevant 
to the Thompson (1967) model which is described aioe meta he 
Literature Review (p. 16). The model was deemed 


appropriate in describing types of decision issues and 
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strategies relevant to these decision issues. Examples 
of Thompson's Computational Strategies (e.g., in Policy 
Implementation); Majority Judgement (e.g., Policy 
Development); and Compromise (e.g., Administration of 
Personnel) werevapparent: injthesFPaculty. Thesstudysdid 
not find an, “Anomic Structure" presently existing, but 
saw possibilities for the emergence of one if the concern 
for the fucure of existing boundaries deepened and was 
noteaccounted for. 

However, the Thompson model fails to emphasize the 
following features of an organization's decision-making 
processes, subsuming them in more general considerations 
about causation and outcomes. 

Temes cy peOL deCLGLOn.. 6-0. elLSelinbelatedaLe 
policy making, .to;pobicy implementation, ptopthe 
aamingseration OF personnel, sor eto sadministrcativesdetarl? 

2. Knowledge about the outcomes of decisions. e.g., 
is direction given to decisions by existing policy? What 
is known about the impact decisions will have on the 
SLGantzationeand mts menbersir 

3.) Thestype ofidecisaonpboody, thatgas involved tin 
decision-making 4 ele.dunstSelusdeveryelarge;groupe like ta 


Faculty of Education Council, a group like a Department 
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Staff Meeting, a small committee or a single administrator? 


Is the decision body elected, or nominated as a 


representative committee? 


4. Procedures used to accept and ratify decisions. 
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erg. patos Latitication of deonsions by consensus, 
Cemocracte VOte Or by unilateual sdecision? 

Figure 10 illustrates a model of Faculty decision- 
making structures which emphasizes the factors noted 
above. In addition, decision strategies, as defined by 
Thompson, are included. The model emphasizes the concept 
of the decision structures and processes of the Faculty 
of Education as a series of interrelating factors, each 
errecting the mature and composation Of the other. -I1t as 
based on the concept of decision outcomes being predictable 
with varying levels of certainty. As indicated in 
Chapter 4, certainty is determined by: 

l. The direction given to decisions by existing 
DOLICY. 

2. Knowledge about the impact of decisions. 

The level of certainty is related’to the type of 
Gecisionem The study conducted, and especially =the results 
of interviews, document research and observation reported 
in Chapter 4, suggests that there are four contributing 
facloLemto certainty Of Outcome. 

1. Outcomes acre judged to be uncertain when they 
are concerned with policy development. 

2. Outcomes are judged to be uncertain when they 
are concerned with the administration of personnel. 

3. Outcomes are judged to be certain when they are 
related to the implementation of established policy. 


4. Outcomes are judged to be certain when they are 
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me baredmcoradministrative, detaiu., 

Where ino’ certainty wexists about the nature of! final 
decisions, responsibility for decision-making tends to 
be Westedsingstaculty asea whole; ommnyelected troupsof 
nominated faculty. Decisions are taken as a result of 
collegial strategies or bargaining activities. They are 
generally ratified either by reaching consensus or by 
democratic vote. 

Where certainty exists committees are usually 
representative of Departments, or decisions are made by 
Single administrators. Similarly, where the decision is 
mainly a matter of interpreting policy, decisions tend to 
be computational. Where disagreement about interpretation 
of the "facts" may exist decisions may reflect a 
compromise strategy. Decisions will be made on a 
unilateral basis, or where disagreement over interpretation 
exists by reaching consensus or by democratic vote. 

This model, as applied to the Faculty of Education 
etudvedr is 1 llustrated 1n Chapter 4 (pp. 495). 

Thus, this study suggests a model of decision-making 
related to a Faculty which recognizes the relationship 
of strategies to issues as does Thompson's but which also 
emphasizes the impact of decision type and decision 


outcome on decision structures and procedures. 


PhesRatvionalitysot Decision-Making 


In Chapter 2 Simon (1964:4) was noted as stating that 
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| 200) 
in an organization, decision-making tends to be self- 
conscious, deliberate and rational. However, he claims 
that a number of variables interfere with the amount 
of rationality available for decision-making. Generally, 
these variables include: 

--. the inability of the system as a whole to 

provide maximum or even adequate information for 

decision-making, and the inability of the decision- 
maker to intellectually even handle the inadequate 

INLOuMation that eis avaliable (bali, 5lo7 2-266). 

SUDDOLtLOG@ cnt Ss COnCepu Of imate rat onal dyes 
reflected by some of the results of this study in several 
ways: 

Pen lack, Of SULTICIeEnNL research to provide 
adequate information relevant to decisions to be made was 
noted by many interviewees. This information shortage 
was perceived to exist for the following reasons: 

(i) Respondents were uncertain that committee 
members are always those with the most information or 
expertise in a particular decision area. 

(ii) Time available for researching decisions, 
and for collating and analysing information is restricted 
for most participants by the pressure of their other 
professional commitments. 

(iii) There is a lack of research assistants who 
could overcome the inadequacies noted in (i) and (ii). 


(iv) The monetary cost of collecting data and 


feedback on decisions is high. 


! eee s . ~~ AG) 
\eliessand | .yadtnerettd seb ag ef 
; ' ; - ’ ~ 
» oe i‘. 
3 wlorw @) fa 
1o2 sobiamiojg 
~Ccba hoeb ec sote* bats , patdsan-nod 
#2 apebkar eft nbyn yilous- o?nt of 
(OOS TENGE time) badatheve ab 2662 Gok: 
7 2 . 
ai yYthionoiier bei lats 20 sqdseoy aldd 202 : 
: a a a. 
\emVES G5 von: at te AJ iunot odd 36 Lente brie ays 
| om 
at) versg og hee baneds odetoctica ic tome A ed! 
2 +9, oe - = | 
,ew wal loo ed of sepbe inal ey snanvealer nelsaemotnd 3 al 
a | 
otis nolgnengans elit .adowslivisiAl yas ‘oats ox 
dionbot Ghiwolfct o¢) soPsedxe of pawteosag we 
aotd kiwi 5444 ated tn. xan aJosboegaen (2) _ 
eo Woldeeriohii 26mm ods Aviv ewodd eyéule orn Wes 
TS noLaroed welyoisteq @ of oaks 7 
<wiokaié¢ey yalévasepes 725 vldotieva omit” {heh 
hasotig nes el nosjstretal.vaiaylinan Deas pairalico Gok beri 
waite stele 30 eduemesq ods yd edrmgletgdag 


A socom tenes £ 


ody aoladp ins, daagaar in doat & ab-guaft oe : 
. (ee) Aas (3 "ak beaun eolverpehont ede Pare thy isa 


i Sone). « am dpid at @aaleiodly do. 
Sil, Uae ae 7 . 7 
SS a 7 
_ _ i “a ve = 7 : 7 ae 


27 
These conditions stimulated one respondent to 
describe the situation rather cruelly, yet SUCCURC tives 


We make million dollar decisions in two-bit 
hamburger stands. 


While such comment may be an unfair reflection of 
the effort expended on committee work by many, it does 
highlight the limitation of less than comprehensive 
information with which many committees have to cope. 

22 Diewimpact (or lack of inrormation ueon the 
restriction of rationality is compounded by the situation 
whereby committees do not always have final authority. 
Thus, committees that have struggled with decision 
recommendations for weeks, that have researched and 
weighed the evidence carefully, may have their 
recommendations overturned in short periods by large 
bodies with neither the access to information nor the 
adequate time to consider it. On the occasions this 
does happen it is another blow to the rationality of 
decision-making. 

Sseetinelly, this study identified decision 
behaviors that may well have contributed to rationality, 
but then again may not. 

(i) Self-interest and protection of interests 
were regularly identified as motivations for PALrLicipacion, 
While behavior motivated in these ways may be rational 
in terms of achieving that self-interest, it may not 


lead to rationality in making a decision that requires a 


broader perspective. 
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Further, self-interest generally tends to inject an 
element of emotion into the decision process, which is 
Unlakelyeto assist rationality. 

(ii) There is some evidence that influentials 
often give strong direction to decision-making. Such 
influential behavior may be accepted on the basis of 
expertise, and as such contributes to rationality. 
However, many interviewees in this study viewed the 
acceptancesof Such influential behavior by faculty 
members as being a process established over a long period, 
often being a function of past performance, prestige, 
employment status and experience rather than a function 
of expertise in the decision area under consideration. 
If acceptance of influence is based on this, then it 
does not contribute to rationality. 

Thus, even in an organization where members are 
skilled in the generation of data, the analysis of it, 
the eliciting of conclusions, and the synthesis of 
generalizations upon which to work, elements of 
organizational structure and personnel factors impede on 
decision processes to such an extent that, as Simon (1957) 
predicts, decisions can only be made on the basis of 
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Models of Academic Governance at the Faculty Level 
In Chapter 2 four models of academic governance were 


described. Three of these were structural models. The 


: ad +: a 
iP 
es 


A 
et a 
| - oh. 
7 : 


aiais tae f a 


ra. " 
¢ “va! is bles 
“ae 7 
Mausbive 


7 


Agu? » pn ero 0 . 
a. oe 


x 


23 hLonoks oy a ‘eit 2000 dove 7 sal txm xe 


7 
8 I i es _ j ; 


Oo ata wile be nea od GM 'taly i ; 
| 20,2 : ‘ * vate i a ore. 


env bows adel ad el ea wa kwostak eat ot co ma 


aa 
yelused ‘exe vadoe is temereg tad one, ae eons Gao0. 

. | ti. WH teee hla py 
Polieg pot a wewa be nh Rete . Se990%g A prtvd 58; ae 
p- : a | 
i 


nideoay sane emt 3 79 tage 30. nol bats é' nated 


a oy il 


natsoayT |S ttt 4adina rong Re Ets ia hes hutage i ac 
‘4 if i 


: ‘ate si 1 FORAY ABTA ies a4 seb: ors al SOLS waa; ro fo 
$2 watid ,eht9 oe bouiad ab oonsagtnt ‘te Repeat oe . eu 
ays iene lL Jez 02 eointtz 08 te sails 

urn grade rith rnd Go23a2inaeio AA sta rave ath is 

avi 2a ake iLaas arta seb tol“ >t aa vei aft oe 
26 abuotirnys wn base ,nooleploces 26° a sid, 

7 

to: Agni jin stuow 02 dela Bese protenstte; smo a 
ad plsggul ets: ny Leanoe:oe bie sruspda3a Ansories rea | 
itz aL) DoAEA as vat FragKa aA nue of aseenourg Ao, oe 


Were d 


te di sot one ‘, shea ed ying ae eH 33 


ery ¥ 
“, pie ee outs! 


x My 7 s bert : 
eae hy | ne 
i | 7 5 I 
7 ~ es Se eee tte ROU SEIS es es aiaty 
ge ee ee 7 eT ak ae a 
—. , i ol vay ve a n ac : 
ot Saluki SbaBbe: stink it Yo Lobo abe E ‘aed galt: 
ad - ‘s a Dee _ -s re 
wi Wotan ee ee | 
| a (~~ 
" oh 7 ry 


ae 
bureaucratic model emphasized the rational, formal, 
hierarchical aspects of decision-making. The collegial 
model emphasized professional freedom, democratic 
consultation, consensus, and attention to people and 
reas meet rejected @status wand authority hierarchies. 
The mixed model saw the collegial model as juxtaposed 
upon the bureaucratic structure. Baldridge's political 
model was based on decision processes and rejected the 
other three. 

When we look at dynamic processes that explode 

on the modern campus today we see neither the 

rigid, formal aspects of bureaucracy nor the 

calm, consensus-directed elements of an academic 

collegium (Baldridge, 1971:8). 

Rather, decision-making is a negotiating, bargaining 
and political influence process. 

Thissstudy lent much, support to. Baldrrdgels concept 
of the process of decision-making. The divergent 
responses by Department and by other groups; the varying 
motivations for involvement in decision-making; the role 
Of sini luentials an decision-making; the stated need py 
many to learn how to use the system to achieve their own 
ends; and the impact of the personalities of Deans and 
Department Chairmen on the context for decision-making 
singly, and in interaction, lend support to the concept 
of a university as an institution where conflict is 
natural; power blocs and interest groups existe gGLoOupS OL 


6lites govern decisions; and formal authority is 
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severely limited by political pressures and bargaining. 

Of course, the Faculty studied is not the "political 
jungle, alive and screaming" to which Baldridge (1971:9) 
refers. But then the Faculty is only a sub-system of the 
Organization discussed by Baldridge. The possibilities 
for the existence of power or interest groups is reduced 
by lesser numbers and by some communality of interest 
imposed by membership of a Faculty which has a clearly 
identifiable purpose. 

Baldridge acknowledges the role both the 
bureaucratic model and the collegial model play in 
explaining decision-making processes. 

What is needed is a model that can include consensus 

factors and bureaucratic processes and that can 

also grapple with power plays, conflict and the 

rough and tumble politics of a large university 

(Ou Weenie (ote peeer ES Pe Cae) 

However, the emphasis he places on the political 
process in decision-making for policy formulation means 
thatadsnumbersot factorsaparticularlyereievantaro 
Faculty governance tend to be underrated. 

1. Many decisions are reached within the heavily 
restraining limits of external constraints, (e.g., 
finaneia ledecasionsins pin spartacular cases muevgus, the 
addition of new personnel) regardless of the political 
maturesot the decisaiom process; the decisionsPare 
virtually determined or at best limited by the constraints 
(e.g., financial limitations) prior to the actual process. 


2. A number of decisions are made in a Faculty 
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which are facilitating decisions, decisions that are 

not part Of any formal process but are essential to the 
Maintenance of present conditions, to the implementation 
Oreclcasptri1 © Of formal epolirey,anae to the continued 
functioning of the organization. These are not policy 
decisions and are hard to define as policy execution 
decisions. They often result because policy decisions 
fail to take into account the administrative implications 
of policy requirements. They are usually made by 
individuals on a needs basis and reflect first, the 
present need, and second, the requirements of policy 
execution. Very often it is these decisions that 

colour final decision outcomes, rather than the bargaining 
political process decisions taken at a policy level. 

While this process is acknowledged by Baldridge in 
his "Policy Execution’ stage it seems to be underrated as 
an important decision process within itself. 

3. othe, bureaucratic structure, can be helpftula in 
explaining several aspects of the processes that give 
dynamism to the structure. 

(i) Within the Faculty studied it was evident 
that members in authority positions, e.g., Dean or 
Department Chairman, by virtue of their position, were 
often privy to information relevant to the influences 
upon, consequences of, and constraints upon decision- 
making in particular issues. Access to information by 


virtue of position gives some a stronger hand than 
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OLhersmeinethe political sprocess of policy making. 

(ii) Because of the nature of the position of 
the administrator, especially in the execution of policy, 
heshassaespeclalerolestomp lavmeby evi cEUeEor nis 
unilateral involvement in facilitating decisions he can, 
and may often be forced to shape policy decision outcomes, 
in his attempts to make policy administratively 
feasible. 

(iii) This study suggested that there is at 
least some relationship between the personality of the 
Dean and Department Chairman and the nature of decision 
processes that exist within a Faculty or Departments. 
The nature of this relationship was not defined. 

However, many interviewees referred to it either 
directly or indirectly with the following types of 
comments. 


For example, compare the past and present Dean. 
Theyeare-ditterent, BULL both Fare ettective. 


Take, for example, the case of organization under 
any alcnorictarran) predecessor 


The era when the Dean shaped the Faculty is passed. 

One can infer that an understanding of the 
personality and attitude of people holding positions in 
the formal structure will assist an understanding of 
decision processes. 

Each of the points made in (3) illustrates that 
there are a number of factors associated with the formal 


structure of an organization which may be relevant in 
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describing and explaining the nature of decision-making 
processes. 

Thus, the belief that the bureaucratic paradigm 
"... explains much about the formal structure but very 
little about the processes that give dynamism to the 
Seruceurem (Baldridge elo] bs4) twastnot completely 
substantiated by the study. 

4. In Chapter 2 it was noted that Dykes (1968:40) 
deridesecollegiality “as “asromantiici zed’ perception of 
past involvement; and that Baldridge (1971:6) describes 
the collegial model as a utopian objective. However, 
in a discussion of decision-making processes the 
collegial model, as described in Chapter 4, does have a 
role to play in explaining the process. This study 
showedmbarulyncxpliertly that stor "thetkaculty of 
Education at least, members expressed expectations for 
involvement that reflect a commitment to the collegial 


model. They expected to be involved as a community 


(viz. a preference for JOINT ACTION); in interviews they 


emphasized the importance of technical competence; and 
in decision ratification the approach of agreement by 


consensus was often adhered to. 


Thus, the processes of decision-making can at least 


277 


be partly understood in terms of the collegial expectations 


of faculty. Of course, whether decision behavior always 


matches collegial expectations is another question. 
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A Suggested Model for Understanding Academic Governance 


ihevimport of what’ Hs written above is very simple: 

1. Structures established for academic governance 
cannot be understood in terms of only one of the several 
existing models. 

2. Different models are important in describing 
and explaining different dimensions, inputs and outputs 
©fetnhevsame decision#process. 

Figure 11 illustrates a model which tries to account 
for the combination of inputs of different models of 
academic governance at the Faculty level. 

The model identifies three influences on decision- 
making at the Faculty level. It suggests that any 
description or explanation of Faculty decision-making 
requires an understanding of all three. 

1. The decision influence refers to the impact 
that three factors may have on the total decision process: 

(7) Sexternal iconstraints sucheas, | £0m example, 
finance or political expectations, will influence the 
decision process by limiting the parameters within 
which decisions may be made. They are recognized as 
sometimes imposing major restrictions on the place of, 
or need for political decision behavior. They may also 
influence the constitution of the formal or bureaucratic 
Structure, e.g., through a@oiluence on the ratio,.oL 


AaMiniseraAalLOrc iLO LnStruceors. 


(ii) The nature of the existing formal structure 
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and of the people in it is a source of influence affecting 
the type of political processes that occur in decision- 
making. For example, this will have an influence on 
the decision process, by virtue of the advantages 
position gives to some members on an individual basis 
regarding, say, access to information. Such advantages 
Havemoeemnotved cariiersinuthiss chapter. se Thesromal 
structure also allows for some people to be more 
wnvoLveduinwmaking facilitative decisions than others. 

(iii) A wide variety of facilitating decisions 
occur in the maintenance of faculty activities which do 
not reflect the political processes of decision-making, 
Dutsare a unilateral response to an’ urgent need related 
to system maintenance. These were discussed earlier 
in this chapter. They will have an influence which 
may lead to modification of planned decision outcomes. 

2. The decision process is based on Baldridge’s 
Go 7 ijesimple political model.” This eis central sto,the 
whole model. The appropriateness of the Baldridge 
model in explaining the political processes was noted 
earlier in this chapter. 

(i) Social context refers to the social 
conditions which promote the formation of divergent 
values and interest groups. 

(i) ) eInterest, articulation ~retersstogthe 
methods interest groups use to bring pressure to bear. 


(iii) Legislative transformation refers to the 
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translation of multiple pressures into Policy. 

(iv) Policy is the commitment to certain goals 
and values. 

Gv) SeExecutiion fofupolicyescethesactaor 
Tip Lemeneing apo licy. 

3. The process mentality refers to the beliefs 
that instructors hold about involvement in decision- 
making. 

Many faculty bring to the political process of 
decision-making positive attitudes about the essentiality 
of collegiality. This in turn influences’ the nature’ of 
the process. 

ft should be noted that ~Ehe implications £o0r such 
a model emerged from one case study. It reflects a 
possible approach to the analysis of Faculty decision- 
Meaning. Only afger further application with a number of 
Faculties should it be accepted with certainty as an 
acceptable model. 

Binally, asea modeleit datters li tele rromechs 
Baldridge model with the exception that it specifically 
pdentreres the important roles that the formal structure, 
external constraints, instructor attitudes about decision- 
making involvement, and facilitating decisions play in 


determining the nature of the decision process. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH 


In this section several topics are discussed in an 
attempt to identify fruitful areas for further research 
in an area rarely researched; and to discuss implications 
Oretie present. researc for tucther recearcn sand 


research techniques. 


LoGeELOoLem on Faulty sPerceptions 
One of the major difficulties in the study related to 


the problem of attempting to explain discrepancies between 
respondent's perceptions of their level of involvement 
in decision-making and actual possibilities existing for 
involvement. Furthermore, the study clearly illustrated 
that discrepancies existed between the differing 
abilities of respondents to perceive accurately their 
levels of effective involvement in decision-making. This 
problem of perception has two important implications 
POreresearch thatwemake itgworch separate: Lreatmen:t. 

1. It illustrates the caution with which a body 
of respondents' descriptions of an existing situation 
must be accepted. Such descriptions are, in effect, more 
likely to be an indicator of the individual respondent's 
perceptual acuity, than a description of the actual 
situation. Thus, in research like this study, attitude 
expression must be recognized as a function of a wide 


variety of organizational structure and personnel factors 
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which enhance or impede a person's capability of accurate 
judgement. 

cee tiove specifically, sthic study in attempting to 
definesinstructors’ perceptions .of decision-making, 
identified twelve personnel and structural 
characteristics, which, in interaction, appear to 
indirectly interfere with or improve the individual's 
perception of an organization's decision-making 
structure. These were referred to briefly in Chapter 6. 
Identification of these factors came mainly through an 
analysis of interviewees' responses and especially of 
the influences that impeded the interviewee's ability 
to describe clearly the present decision-making situation. 
Conclusions were also drawn from the analysis of the 
Faculty decision-making structure which is described in 
Chapter 4. 

These factors are illustrated in Figure 12. In 
the majority of cases the factors impede perception 
indirectly, usually by influencing the individual's 
ability to see the effects of his participation in 
final decision outcomes. Results of the study which are 
reported in earlier chapters suggested that, where 
members failed to perceive their influence in final 
outcomes, they were also unlikely to gauge accurately 
the possibilities for involvement. 

Figure 12 suggests that an individual brings to a 


given organizational structure a specific ability to 
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perceive which is a function of his previous experience, 
intelligence and existing mental set. As a result of 
Eheeensuing interaction of the organizations and the 
individual in decision-making processes, several 
Situational factors influence the individual's perception 
of his involvement, as illustrated in the final decision 
outcomes. This in turn, influences his ability to 
perceive accurately possibilities for involvement in 
decision-making. 

iniespersonnel situational factors include the 
following: 
(a) einteresey it. DeCis One NdkanG<— [ats eleads 
to a heightened awareness of the nature of decision- 


making processes. 


(2) skill im) Deciston=Making:s |) This haswac 
least two aspects. Political skills refer, for example, 


to the ability to participate effectively in meetings, 
andstonmutiiaze interest group action to achieve Specific 
Objectives. scoclal skills are closely related to 
Politic calebut cetera, tor example, to, the ability = to 
become visible to other members of the organization, and 


Co bemebDle. to. establish. personal lcontacts, withsother 


members. 
(ibe Prestige levels os This Tretere Coo thieves teen 
in which a member is held by others. It was noted in 


Chapter 7 that members lacking prestige in the eyes eye 


others find it extremely difficult to have their 
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attempts at participation accepted. Prestige was 
identified by several interviewees as a function of age, 
experience, local identity, and years employed at the 
University. 
(Sy) Personal ContactscmeTDi curetersmto the 
Meanueme iawn Chedecisionmintiuentials sndinmect|ywattord 
influence to some members that they would not otherwise 
have. 
(Vee Persona I tye Uh tom etemcet ome heumanne mall 

which an individual's personality influences his role 
in decision-making. One important aspect of this was 
described by several interviewees as an "insecurity 
index". One interviewee identified the "insecurity index 
and described its effect on the individual in the 
following way. 

The term "insecurity index" refers to the mentality 

of staff who feel uncomfortable in the political 

Nature sor scheyPacultyesctting. ss lhese peop legreact 

TieLWOeWayG.e Une SOMGC et he te 615 sce nlecUmlLOm Cuda oGeda. 

(Ser WEIN Gelevene, Gee Vebeehgleyeumenkale a @ Syiishelvelleuey fone aeiale 

situation leads to excessive suspicion of political 

Machinations. Others withdraw from the whole 

Situation. 

In contrast, others were seen to exist who were 
described in the following way: 

Then there are the gung-ho types, with absolute 

Confidence sin) thei CconertbuLioOn and waspercepLion 


of self-enlightenment. 
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(vi) Knowledge of Decision-Making Processes: This 
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heteGeoweo thewlevel of ability to perceive accurately 
the possibilities for involvement in decision-making. 

Phe=factors’ referred “to above are not discrete 
entities, but are interrelated and interact with each 
Ounemeco! intluence the individual's) perceptions They 
alsominteract withtseveralystructural factors which 
are described below. 

Gye oie: This reters to the number “o7 
Hacurpty members “Ihe size Of “the institution in this 
study, for example, was shown to inhibit truly 
participative decision-making. 

(ii) Communication Networks: This refers to 
the mechanism by which information is disseminated 
Ehroughout’ the Faculty. 2In- thisscontext two types of 
information are relevant-- information relating to 
actual GdecicionsFto be made, and information about 
possibilities for involvement in decision-making processes. 
As reported in earlier chapters this study suggested 
that neither appeared to be equally distributed among 
faculty members. 

(iii Pe Established “Decision-Making Structures: 
This refers to existing decision-making procedures, 
and is clearly a determinant of the possibilities for 
involving faculty. e.g., it has been illustrated in 
earlier chapters that some are far more involved ig) 


committee work than others. 


Gvjem Proximity OL Positions of Influentials: This 
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refers toa member's involvement in a Department, 
subject area, or course program in which decision 
influentials are also involved. This can improve the 
perceived effectiveness of his involvement in decision- 
making. 

(v) Existing Leadership Qualities: This refers 
to opportunities for involvement that the Dean, Department 
Chairmen and Division Co-ordinators provide. Interviewees 
suggested that these have differed historically, with 
different types of involvement according to the attitudes 
of the incumbent Dean or Department Chairman. These 
attitudes are related to the beliefs they hold about 
leadership. 

(Vij mmOLG ani Zat Ova len tnOSDiChe: lt SmBet ere 
to the attitudes held by faculty members generally 
about the possibilities for their involvement, and the 
esteem in which their participation is held. 

As with personnel factors, these are not discrete 
factors but are interrelated each with the other. It 
should be emphasized again that these situational factors 
influence perceptual acuity indirectly through their 
impact on perception of involvement in final decision 
outcomes. As indicated in previous chapters, this 
study suggested a relationship between the way an 
individual sees his participation reflected in final 


decision outcomes and the way in which he perceives the 


Jevel, of his involvement. 
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In the section on Implications for Further Research 
several questions are posed relating to the influence of 
these factors, which require further research. It may 
be }Chatethis™issthesareaymost worthy of research lof all. 
Although the problem has only been identified in one case, 
it would seem that one major difficulty associated with 
implementing a concept of faculty participation in 
decision-making is developing an understanding among 
faculty of the role already available for them to play. 
If research could identify the dimensions that are most 
heavily weighted as influences on perceptual clarity then 
administrators may be able to direct action towards 


reducing these influences. 


Suppo aemeor ext ocing Research 


Table 45 lists a number of research findings 
identified in the Literature Review in Chapter 2 which are 
Telaventeto sathusestudyew Also gndicated 1s tthe Level of 
Support for each finding emerging from the study results. 
For those supported fully by the present study no comment 
Loenecescary p except. to note that. thetiindingsrecordedsin 
the Table refers to decision-making for the University 
as a whole. Where agreement in this study is indicated 
by avcross (x) then®itestggests that the attitudes, 
characteristics or behaviors are applicable at both the 
University system and sub-system (Faculty) level. Where 


no support is indicated this simply means that no 
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Table 45: A Comparison of study Findings With 


Other Research Findings 


a et ht a to els Sl Se eee 
Other Research Findings Support|/Partial! No Contacts 
Support |Suppor 


Gladiatorial or oligarchical patterns of 
participation prevail. (Mortimer, 1971) 


Appointment on committees is often 
dependent On personal contacts. x 
(Mortimer, 1971) 


Sex discrimination on committees 
apparent. (Mortimer, 1971) 


Status discrimination on committees 
apparent. (Mortimer, 1971) - 


The higher the status the more likely th 
attendance at meetings. (Yuker, 1971) = 


Instructers are ambivalent towards 
participation. (Dykes, 1968) 


Instructors believe participation is 
essential to the functioning of the me 
University. (Dykes, 1968) 

A lack of communication impedes 
involvement. (Dykes, 1968) 


The influence of non-academic personnel 
is an impediment to involvement. 
(Dykes, 1968) 


Instructors participate through a sense 
of duty. (Dykes, 1968) 


Instructors participate to protect their 
interests. (Dykes, 1968) 


Instructors parvicipate through self- 
interest. (Dykes, 1968) L 
Involvement is impeded by time available 
(Dykes, 1968) 


Time spent on inconsequential matters is 
an impediment to involvement. (Dykes, 1968) 


eeteereeeeent 
* 


Lack of interest of instructors is an 
impediment. (Dykes, 1968) 


INStEnUC COR Orlentatvon to discipline ss 
an impediment to involvement. (Dykes, 
1968; Palola, 1971) 


Few participatory devices provide an 
opportunity for meaningful participation * 
(Dykes, 1968) 


There is a discrepancy between what an 
instructor's role is and what he a 
perceives it to be. ( Dykes, 1968) 


Instructors see Administrators as 
adversaries. (Dykes, 1968) 


Instructors view decision-making ina x 
simplistic manner. (Dykes, 1968) 


Instructors participate for external 
concerns rather than because of a belief x 
that it helps teaching and research. 
(Paige sale) e917 Je) 


Administrators tend to report estimates 
of levels of participation at higher 
levels than do instructors. (Dykes, 
1968; Pardee, 1971) 


Any decision-making process within a 
University must grapple with power plays, x 
conflict and rough and tumble politics. 

(Baldridge, 1970:7-8) 
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evidence was revealed by the study to either support or 
deny the existing result, 

There were seven research findings, however, about 
which this study raised questions, either by introducing 
conflicting evidence or evidence which only partially 
Supported existing beliefs. These included: 

1. Appointment on committees is often dependent on 
personal contacts. The study lent some support to this 
by noting the role of prestige and rank; the importance 
Omconcact with antluentials; vand che dvtfticulty 
experienced by newcomers in establishing a known identity 
which would assist in their selection on committees. 
However, the study also identified a variety of avenues 
for obtaining membership, including volunteering and 
nomination from the floor. These suggested that 
appointment on committees is a function not only of 
personal Contacts, but also Of Strength Of personal 
desire to be involved and personal skill in using the 
processes of involvement to become involved. 

22. ex Orsceimination OnPecoOMmmiLLecs eis appakent. 
This was supported to the extent that some Female 
interviewees perceived such a discrimination; that a 
slightly smaller percentage of Females than Males were 
involved in formally established Faculty committees; and 
that a larger percentage of Females than Males claimed 
not to be involved in Department and Faculty committees. 


However, a higher percentage of Females claimed to be 
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involved in University committees. Further, some Females 
were involved at all levels of Faculty committee work. It 
should also be noted that numerically Females constitute 
less than 20% of the Faculty population, a fact which 
places marked limitations on involvement in all aspects 

of Faculty decision-making processes. 

S3estatus discrimination onscommittees <is apparent. 
Thisewasisevident in this study to the extent that a 
higher percentage of Professors than Associate or 
Assistant Professors perceived themselves as involved in 
Faculty and University committees. However, it was not 
supported to the extent that the reverse was the case in 
Department committees. 

@ertheshighegatheystatusmihe monesiikely ithe 
attendance at meetings. This was supported by the fact 
that Professors were more regular attenders at Faculty and 
University level meetings than were the other statuses. 
However, Professors were also more likely to be members of 
the various committees at this level than were either 
Assoctate Professors sor Assistant Professors. |eAt, Department 
Staff and Department committee meetings, Assistant 
Professors claimed to be the most regular attenders and 
Professors the least regular. 

5. Lack of interest of instructors is an impediment 
to involvement in decision-making. This was supported to 
the extent that 28% of interviewees identified this as 


a factor impeding involvement in decision-making. However, 
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other responses, notably the expressed belief in the 
essentiality of involvement; and the acknowledgement of 
professional concern and self-interest as major motivations 
for involvement; as well as the actual level of instructor 
participation in existing decision-making structures, all 
suggest that lack of interest is not a major factor for 
Ehermajyoruey Or instructors ant luencing theireslevel of 
involvement. 

6. Instructors are ambivalent towards PAnEUeT Pai On. 
Bykese( PIGS 23 )noted that while faculty asserted the 
essentiabity of Faculty -participation=they placed @it tat 
Eheebettom Of their’ priority *liser’ This study*did not 
require respondents to priorise their activities. However, 
the general importance assigned by instructors to 
involvement; their preferences for JOINT ACTION 
involvement; their involvement in committees, and their 
willingness to remain involved at the same level as 
present all deny the existence of such ambivalence among 
PHSerUuctors. 

This conflict in results is possibly explained in 
terms of the level of the investigation. Dykes was 
researching at the level of the University. This study 
concentrated on the Faculty and Department level. It is 
possible that levels of concern at the Department or 
Faculty level are more likely to be activated in actual 
decision involvement than at the University level, where 


involvement is not as easily seen to be directly applicable 
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or as immediately relevant to the individual instructors' 


teaching and research area. 


ieee LUSELUCTOC OMTentac Onto discipline is an 
impediment to involvement. This study suggested that for 


a majority of decision items there was no Helaevonshnip 
between an instructor's discipline-orientation and his 
preferences for decision involvement. Further, for some 
BeeMs (1 denci tied in Chapter 6) discipline-oritentation 
appeared to be related to a desire for greater involvement 
in decision-making. 

Simibereto.thescontradiction noted insrelation to 
instructor ambivalence, it is possible that the 
explanation resides in the level of decision-making 
studied. It is possible that discipline-oriented 
instructors are more likely to identify decisions made 
within the Department as more relevant to them than 
decisions made at the University level. This tendency 
is clearly identified in the data relating to discipline- 


Oortentataonpewhiaeh is reported in Chapter 6. 


Support for Existing Scholarly Opinion 


In Table 46 a number of scholarly opinions on 
instructor involvement in decision-making identified in 
the Literature Review in Chapter 2 are listed. Of the 


Opinions only two exist which this study failed to support. 


Le Collegiality overcomes the impersonality and 
meaninglessness of AChinistracloOneln wearvemUniveroi ties, 
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Table 46: A Comparison of Study Findings with Scholarly 
Opinion 


Scholarly Opinion Support} Partial No Conflic 
Support| Support 


Decision-making processes 

need to encourage 

compromise, co-operation, 8 
and common stances. 

(WhaGcoOn,~ hoy ie: 242) 


Staff orientation and 

existing organizational 

climate are related to the oe 
FOmULOfemnis LCUCTOr 
participation in decision- 
Maing aGOlLatz 419732457) 


Collegiality overcomes the 

impersonality and meaning- 

lessness of administration x 
in large Universities. 

(Goodman, (962+ Millet, 

1962) 


Collegiality can only 
remain as an utopian 


Objective. (Baldridge, Bi 
Ose Gwe tant Ster ; 
eIL0e 452) 


Devotion to one's academic 

discipline weakens 

f#nstruccor dedication ie 
POmUMBVeLst Lyecit aS . 

(AEDEL EOD seo O55 

Parsons, 1971:489) 


Faculties are not capable 

of decisive action in i 
decision-making. 

(PLinister 1 970.430) 


Increased sharing in 
governance has led to a 
decline in its x 
effectiveness. (Mash, 
1972:288-90) 
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Implicit within this statement is the assumption that 
collegiality as a method of decision-making is a 
possibility within a University. This study suggests that 
although some decision bodies seek decision by consensus, 
the concept of decisions by a body of "academic equals" 
cannot exist within the structure. Academics are neither 
equal nor perceived as equal by other academics. Prestige 
lends weight to some roles and lack of prestige impedes 
ocners-) Knowledge of “and Skill in decision processes 1s 
not evenly dispersed among faculty, to the detriment of 
some and the profit of others. Information relative to 
decisions is not equally available to all. Interests in 
decision-making are often selfish before common. Even in 
committees taking decisions by consensus these decisions 
are often subject to ratification in large groups in which 
Size, prestige, personal confidence, and a variety of 
other factors impede any form of management in which all 
members of the academic community participate fully and 
equally. 

2. Devotion to one's academic discipline weakens 
instructor dedication to University affairs. There was 


nowevidence tor sipporte this, Opinion. | Ineseveralpareaswit 
seems that devotion to academic discipline actually 
strengthened the instructor's devotion to University 
affairs, especially in the areas of appointment and 
evaluation of personnel, and professional activity 


relating to the provision of courses and involvement 
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Implications for Further Research 


Although this study analysed only one Faculty several 
questions are raised by it which could well be the focus 
of further research in the area of Faculty governance. 

PaemoevVetal cont licts jor partial confilicesewirn 
already existing research on University governance 
generally, arose. These appeared to be the result of 
greater faculty willingness to convert their beliefs 
about the essentiality of faculty involvement in decision- 
making into actual involvement, the closer the decision 
body was to the Department level. This tendency of 
faculty to believe in the importance of involvement 
but to be ambivalent in their attitude toward actual 
involvement, especially as organizational distance from 
the Department increases, provokes two questions: 

(i) In expressing preferences for involvement in 
decision-making do faculty distinguish between the 
possibilities for involvement at different levels, or 
do they generalize from preferences within their own 
Department, or even discipline area, to the University as 
a whole ? 

(ii) Is the administrative need to involve 
faculty in decision-making at the Department level the 
same as that at the Faculty or University level? 


2. This study was confined to a Faculty mainly 
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concerned with the education of teachers, administrators, 
and other education-related professions. Within the 
Faculty, however, there were indications of differences 
between Departments regarding attitudes about perceptions 
of, and preferences for involvement in decision-making. 
e.g., respondents from Elementary Education and Educational 
Administration were more likely to indicate conditions of 
decisional equilibrium than were respondents from other 
Department se(seesChapter o)ig Verywoften these differences 
polarized the Departments into two groups-- those 
primarily concerned with curriculum and administration 
and those primarily concerned with disciplines such as 
psychology ;*philosophy, “sociology, history, “etc. iThese 
differences provoke two questions: 

(1) SAreVattitudes*aboutg; perceptions of, and 
preferences for involvement influenced by the type of 
the respondent's Department? 

(ii 18 Mone @specifically «is ‘there ta relationship 
between faculty's attitudes about, perceptions of, and 
preferences for involvement in decision-making and their 
membership in a Faculty or Department that is either 
vocationally oriented (e.g., Education, Elementary 
Education) or discipline-oriented (e.g., Arts, Philosophy) ? 

3. This study supported a number of existing 
studies in noting that Administrators tend to perceive 
the Instructor's role as one of far greater involvement 


than do Instructors. This suggests the following 
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questions: 
(i) Why do Administrators perceive the Same 
conditions in a clearly different way to Instructors? 

(11) More specifically, is there a relationship 
between the differing perceptions of Administrators and 
instructors and: (a) the naturesof stne particular decision- 
making tasks? 

(b) the relative positions of the two 
groups in the decision-making process? 

(c) the relative beliefs of the two 
groups about the representativeness of representative 
committees? 

4. The study noted that although the Faculty's 
formal decision-making structure was based on the concept 
of faculty involvement in decision-making wherever 
possible either directly or through representation , a 
large number of Instructors generally tended to perceive 
themselves as not being involved. The data gained in 
this» study suggested that, to a large degreep;this could be 
explained in terms of a number of personnel and structural 
Pacturesswithin, the Faculty, organization, which contr ibured 
to misperception of the faculty role. Several questions 
arise from these findings: 

(i) How universally applicable is the concept 
of the personnel and structural dimensions of the 
organization in interaction as an impediment of accurate 


perception of the nature of instructor involvement in 


“ah atoi’ cnheot e ibe van. tab > 


cay ott te pe SrOa IE Kel). 


ve ole te Whsdbild gvededber-artd. ta) : oh 
NT ATHAIACED AGS ay Pets sr CeeTane ens, no = 


= - 


v7 ppam tia Apeodtile Jods baton tua pat he) 
Sqe2HoM ad? a bowail eon lees wage eck iaarndtaos® 


av 


tayo yecie:. gethlmamne ke tomb ut spamev Lovas (lust 3 
©. teliesmeieaged Agucsciic ~<o Uecerih adiatehal 


evicaneg 32 brolenssit titiaonwy ricosauasunr Io - 


mt ban kap nieh aa  .beviovit poled For es want 

rg Gist bids .anspob ota a) 62 Sey ppreetuys chide wig 
foees esse Age tomegaaig, dn 2eclmuc B20 -eertds mL tems ga 
boteoiizana wWotpiw enidasingys» “wAlesed ous eirthe 
met Su yey heavens «wher qilv2e) eft? is- ng 
Aris . ‘agmlbact oreds word 

 gegpoepes lt sen eileane ery Wey HAPS 
Aaersaniht oscnunnbSoee 
en nk, ws an avbvawapaod Ab 
biasens Xo save gee) 


rary 


300 
decision-making? 

(ii) Are the factors identified those most 
appropriate for explaining this condition of misperception? 

(171) Can any*factors be identified which 
contribute more significantly than others to the existence 
of misperception? 

5. One major concern of respondents in this study 
was for the effectiveness of committees, and especially 
for the efficiency with which decisions were reached; 
fOrmticerationality underlying decisions: for thersks 1 
of members in making committees work; and for the 
jurisdiction of committees over final decisions. Several 
questions result from this concern. 

(1) Dothigh® quality decisions: consistently 
emerge from some committees compared to others? If so, 
what factors of /committee constitution can be identified 
as contributing to such a differentiation? 

(ii) Is there a skill of committee membership 
andwconmitteesbehaviones What factors®contributvernore 
heavily than others? Are these skills more likely to 
existlin! particular types*®o£f* people than others? "eng. 
are they a function of personality, experience, prestige, 
rank or status? Can faculty be trained in these skills? 

(iii) What is the relationship, if any, between 
the level of jurisdiction a committee has over the final 


decision and the performance of committee members in 


committee processes? 
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(iv) To what extent do committee members in 
Faculties and Departments nave the required expertise to 
make relevant decisions? To what extent are committee 
members' qualifications matched with committee decision 
requirements? To what extent do committees gain the 
expertise and research support required to ensure as 
rational decisions as possible? What role does rank, 
employment status and personal prestige play in coloring 
final decision outcomes, both in committee and staf£ 
meetings? 

6. In Chapter 4 it was observed that the formally 
established decision-making structure may not always be 
representative of the actual decision-making processes 
elareoccur in thivs=*particulanr (Faculty Ofmbducation. ~At 
least four factors were identified in this study which 
impede the formal structure representing the actual 
decision-making process. These included the apparent 
lack of congruence of the loci of power in decision-making, 
witch athe <ormaly decision “structure, the iniduenceno i rtic 
personality and attitudes of individual Department 
Chairmen; the impact of external agencies on the nature 
of decisions; and the diffuseness of decision-making. 

These factors evoke several questions: 

(i) Can the formal decision-making structure 
of a Faculty and the loci of power in aecision-making 
ever be congruent? What factors leaa to lack of 


congruency? What attitudes towards the decision-making 
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process does such a lack of congruency evoke in 
instructors? 

(ui) “Is! there@a tsiianit: cant relationsnip between 
the personality of individual Deans / Department Chairmen 
and the nature of the formal decision-making structure 
of alPaculty or Department? 

(iii) ‘Yo what extent are external influences 
acting upon final decision outcomes a adominating factor 
in Faculty decision-making? In other words, to what 
exvent  dorracultves Veontrol their sown destiny in tdécision— 
making? 

(iv) How congruent are the majority of decisions 
made by formal decision bodies with decisions as they are 
applied in the practical situation? What are the 
intervening factors which impede the application of major 
decisions in a inanner that reflects their major intent? 

LN ecNa Se particubar study at wassnoveus ciac 
faculty tended to define the boundaries within which 
they preferred to retain their involvement as being the 
Department boundaries. They were more likely to want 
JOINT ACTION involvement in in-department decision areas 
than in out-of-department decision areas, and were more 
likely to be regular attenders at Department Staff 
meetings than at others. This tendency was ameliorated 
to the extent that Professors were involved in University, 
Provincial, Wational and International decision-wakiny 


to a greater extent than others, with a consequent lesser 
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involvement at the Department level. ‘This poses two 
questions: 

(1) To what extent is the tendency to perceive 
decision-making interest poundaries as the Department 
boundaries a universal cnaracteristic among instructors 
in Universities? 

(li) What are the underlying factors causing 
Professors to grow out of their role of involvement in 
decision-making at the Department level? Is increasing 
involvement at the University level and outside the 
University an inevitable outcome of professorial status; 
a reflection of boundary spanning activities on the part 


Ob Preofessors- or a Eunction’ of some other factor? 


Implications for Practice oLb this . Further Researcn 


Figure 13 summarizes the requirements indicated 
above for further research in the area of academic 
governance at the Faculty level. As Figure 13 suggests 
the information gleaned from this study implies that 
some caution must be exhibited in assuming that the 
actual decision-making process reflects the formally 
organized decision-making processes. However, the study 
does propose a series of questions, the answers to which 
would result in more certainty in the establishment of 
effective decision structures, and therefore, in 


improving administrative practice. 
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Research 

in such a focus on further research as illustrated 
above, the methods of research employed should be expanded 
upon those used in this study. The survey questionnaire, 
interviews and document search provided a considerable 
amount of relevant information on existing procedures, 
attitudes, preferences and perceptions about involvement 
in decision-making. The questionnaire proved extremely 
useful as a parsimonious technique of gathering a vast 
amount of data from a large number of respondents. 
However, the specific warnings associated with this 
particular questionnaire, and noted in Chapter 3, should 
be heeded in making required modifications. 

The techniques used should not be replaced by, but 
rather supplemented by both non-participant observer ana 
participant observer techniques. Observer techniques are 
essential to the understanding of the processes, functions 
and=dvystunctions Of decrsion-making because it is an 
ongoing and sequential process. Influences on the 
process, such as individual prestige, employment status, 
and esl in decision-making can only be observed over 
lengthy periods of time if emerging generalizations are 
EOmDeeVaLLd. 

Non-participant observation is essential because 
decision-making involves a wide range of behaviors that 


cannot be recorded on a questionnaire and may not eierge 
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in interview. WNon-participant observation is a technique 
providing an opportunity for such study using a previously 
established analytical framework. The analytical 
framework could be based on the results of this study. 

Finally, involvement in decision-making processes; 
attempting to participate in the processes; developing, 
sutfering “and learning from frustration; and establishing 
perceptions and preferences appears to be an extremely 
complicated and sensitive process. Personal experiences 
of this, preferably recorded within a previously 
established framework, are likely to be more fruitful in 
providing information than a questionnaire eliciting the 
same data. Questionnaires in such areas appear to 
suffer from being a response in retrospect, in which 
data on personal experiences, preferences and frustrations 
have to be recalled at a later time. 

Such an approach, therefore, suggests a complicated 
study team, different from the basic concept of the 
researcher and the researched. For research in areas 
such as those suggested above, a minimum study team of 
two is essential. One member would normally have no 
employment ties to the institution(s) investigated, the 
other(s) would normally be involved in a number of 
decision processes as a regular part of employment by 
that institution. As the number of institutions studied 
increased so would the number of the latter be increased. 


In this way data gained from questionnaire and 
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interview techniques and document research can be 
supported and clarified by: 

ie ShtOrmation On the aynamies oF Faculty decision- 
making formalized within a structured framework. 

2. Personal experiences, reactions, perceptions 
and preferences related to the processes recorded as 


they take place, or as they develop. 


IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE 


This study has implications for two aspects of 


practice. 


Implications fon Practice withilstency act lity yoLud ted 


At least four areas of concern were identified for 
EoeeDLeSenlLecunctioning Of the formal deci slongscructure 
Orethie, Faculty of Education. 

1. The research suggested that there were some who 
ave star more heavily involved than Others. | lnis was 
reflected in the number of Professors who indicated 
conditions of decisional saturation; the number who 
wanted to reduce their time commitment; and. the 
maintenance by some of up to four formal committee 
positions while others were on none. At the same time 
there existed a small body who actively desired greater 
involvement in committees than they presently have. 


Any future organization of the Formals PacuLry 
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decision-making structure could well consider: 

(i)) “The identification of presently decision- 
Saturated personnel, as measured by excessive involvement 
in committee structures. 

(ii) The identification of presently decision- 
deprived personnel as measured by lack of involvement in 
committee structures and a desire for more. 

(iii) A re-allocation of committee membership 
according to such knowledge gained, to reduce the 
involvement of those wanting this, and to increase 
the involvement of those presently wanting more. 

The study also indicated that differential levels 
of skill in decision-making existed among faculty. 
Further, it appeared that knowledge about the structure 
was less comprehensive among the younger and newer 
staff members. Even after three years in the Faculty one 
staff member still professes ignorance of, and lack of 
involvement in decision structures. This difficulty 
was recognized by many experienced faculty members, who 
nevertheless appeared to be unconcerned, and to hold the 
abuitudebthat theyawill Shavertosleanntbytexperjence (the 
way we did?). If the concept of faculty involvement in 
decision-making is judged to be worthwhile then a 
fourth consideration is raised: 

(iv) To what extent can a structure be 
established which facilitates consistently and equally 


among all desirous faculty an induction into decision 
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structures, and practice in requisite decision-making 
skills? Two possibilities for this include a consistent 
pairing of the inexperienced faculty swithgone orsaggroup 
of experienced faculty; and regular and deliberate 
recognition of all junior faculty in appointment or 
nomination to committee positions. 

2. It was noted in Implications for Research that a 
Hevei@orescepticismeexistedsinirelatvonrtosthe 
effectiveness of committees. In addition, a large »number 
of respondents indicated a preference for involvement in 
committees different from those in which they are presently 
involved. This suggests two points that need 
consideration: 

(i) Does the present structure for allocation 
of faculty to committees take enough account of the 
particular preferences of individuals? What structures 
could be developed to make more effective allowances for 
such preferences? 

(ii) Are committees structured in the best way 
to make allowance for the existence of expertise in 
tieiFaculty.2-=Can’ anveffective support structure, be 
developed to improve the rationality of committee decision- 
making? 

3. ~One of the major problems identified, by-the 
Long Range Planning Committees was the firming of 
Department boundaries with resulting communi catzionybreak— 


down, and overlapping of courses. This study suggested 
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that faculty actually seek and establish boundaries 
within which to limit their involvement. It casts some 
doubt on whether the breakdown of Department boundaries, 
as was suggested in some Long Range Planning Committee 
Reports (1973) , will overcome the existing problems. 
Although it can only be a matter of prediction, it may 
be that the response to any establishment of new 
structures will be a re-establishment of new boundaries 
bysinstructors withinswhich to limit ther, anvolvemenc, 
That is, one set of boundaries, presently seen as 
inhibiting, will be replaced by another set of boundaries 
whichyare: equally as inhibiting. 

4, The decision area of Financial Planning and 
POC wep roved tO, DSsOncnOreCOnceLnyLOLsmOs cubes pOndencs 
in this study. It was the area which elicited the 
greatest number of responses indicating decisional 
deprivation, even though CONSULTATION was the Preferred 
level chosen most often. Some of the concern rested not 
only wit the lack of anvolvement, but with asneed for 
the reconsideration of priorities underlying decisions. 
Administrators believed, however, that this was an area 
which was so constrained by external influences that it 
was meaningless to involve faculty. In response to 
faculty concerns the following consideration emerges: 

(1) ) Is. it times togreconsider financial arlanning 
and Policy less in terms of “what supplies and sundries 


can be slashed" and more in terms of what restructuring 
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Ofepolicies!, staffing matics, rationalization of courses, 
can occur. Such action should include faculty involvement. 
Where this 1s already occurring more effective 


communication of this fact is necessary. 


Implications for Practice Generally, 


As was indicated previously this research was 
concerned with one case study, thus adding uncertainty 
to any generalization to Faculties as a whole. 
Nevertheless, the study brought into question one of the 
major assumptions underlying the organization of most 


Faculty decision-making structures. 


Dsmehey concep’ Of participatory Cecis On=mak eng ein 
MeaCuLl yeas ledlastrCuone. 


A number of aspects of participatory decision-making 
processes as reflected in the structure studied pose 
questions about the realism of such a concept of 
governance. 

Veuekromathe intormactongetfercdsintthisestudy 2c 
appeared that a sizeable proportion of respondents had 
difficulty yineperceivying andstherefore inecapicalizaing 
upon the real possibilities for their participation. 

It was suggested in Chapter 2 that among the motivating 
factors underlying acceptance of participation as a 
decision-making procedure are decreased alienation; 
increased involvement in and commitment to an 
organization; a growing sense of control over bureaucracy; 
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growth; and improved quality of decision-making. 

If a significant segment do not perceive that there 
is involvement, or at least that involvement influences 
outcomes, it is unlikely that the objectives outlined 
above will be achieved. Further, it would appear that if 
involvement is perceived but evidence of influence is not, 
then the reverse may occur. 

While problems of perception continue to exist some 
caution of the value of faculty participation must be 
exercised. 

2. The expectations for FORMAL involvement that 
Faculty hold” for participation highlights. @ major 
CIerreulty In the application of the concept. if facurcy 
participation means involvement of all then this assumes 
either large decision bodies or small representative 
groups. 

Barzun (1968:128) comments on large groups: 

Large bodies cannot readily keep abreast of changing 

situations. They discuss points at Tamge, forgetting 

background and agqnuoringyminutide. They are subj ece 

to the misconceptions that take root when Iany 

people are gathered together and attention is 

easily distracted. What centres their ideas is an 

appeal to familiar principle, moral or professional, 

which encourages factionalism rather than gets 
business done. The meetings of school faculties, 


usually less than a hundred strong, display these 
characteristics whenever a consequential issue 


comes up. 
This study did not indicate that large groups were 
as ineffective as indicated above. However, sufficient 


opinion was tapped to suggest that a wariness does exist 


regarding the ability of the large group to be an 
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effective decision-making group. One highly placed 
interviewee put it quite succinctly when he claimed that: 

There is a time when talking has got to stop, and 

a decision has to be made regardless OL COM PL bet 

Soaee existing. Otherwise nothing would ever get 
Such recognition of the negative influence of large groups 
is almost certainly embodied in the decision that led 
Coethe delegation of authority from the Facultysor 
Education Council to the Executive Committee, to prepare 
the agenda for the regular monthly meeting. Further, the 
efficiency of the large group in encouraging and 
Matiectiingwraculty pareLcppat Loni decision-making is 
brought into doubt by the part played by interest groups 
andspeescige Laclors. Finally, 2t is notable that, in 
this study, attendance at Faculty of Education (large 
group) meetings varied noticeably compared to that at 
smaller group meetings such as the Department Staff 
and Committee meetings, i.e., faculty members failed to 
use it and probably to perceive it as an effective forum 
fOr participation (see Chapter (7). 

3. For the small group to operate, and maintain 
the concept of faculty participation, members must be 
representatives of faculty as a whole. More important, 
there must be members of each interest or ideological 
group in each representative body. There are certain 
ramifications of this which cast further doubt on the 
possibilities for participatory decision-making. 


(i) The concept of involving all factions in 


7 ie. i a i “is 


t 


eevorze axe a0 cmt essen 9 


bed * Smits nolaioed guts nk be ibodme. ¥ 

10 ytiiioa® ots inert ‘Ye trodsua: 20 
Sinensg oF enrtinegs ovisepane. ari a9! ik 2 
aA3 ress wth toe ygidanon ‘ate BOS ake 
| aa. po spacsusode ai quosy opial nla ks 

wi pibsammated sos nd notseqhot tsa, amas § 
atten sé 'tetind ve bayale jung. oib, yet tuob been 
nb eka seb ete oat al ai yy bias -nqodpe | 4 
ened sted detertell ts _tliornt Fe snnmboed 26 y 

ji) beatae SOE GES YLewow feos be ksay spatteon 
‘and? dtomfingeG od? a” dseis spn toga quae’ 36 

i tala ei ntiom A aoa peed FPS Ion ae 
ieeod orig ld aa We fh shining ot vleisdiotg 
“Sy ap rysit? sor) petindl oes 

nlatioen bre ose ey growe Linn ot 5 

wt ooh ee Maeaparto tend, xstwons nos 

mens engine woe? “abot ae yivaey 20 devas 
remem ag? hath tune do rede Wa 


. 


314 

any small group is a near impossibility. 

(11) The existence of numerous factions in any 
small group almost certainly ensures that outcomes will 
be compromise decisions. 

(iii) The problem of the nature of representative 
Status arises, eliethesstatucmicethnateot delegate, where 
representatives respond as faithfully as they can to 
the opinions of their group, then perhaps decisions 
by such a process can reflect the wishes of the large 
group as a whole. If status is representative in the 
Edmund Burke (1774:96) sense, where the representative is 
his own man, independent and not required to reflect 
the wishes of his group if he judges them inappropriate, 
it is not necessarily the case that decisions will reflect 
large group attitudes. In the case studied the status 
of small group members was generally that of 
representative rather than delegate. LE as unlikely, sin 
fact, that faculty, as members of these groups, would 
Naveurt sotherwise.s VebuceLte ts walsomlikely Xaswehis study 
showed) that many of the remaining faculty do not regard 
the representatives as responding accurately to their 
attitudes and wishes, and thus do not perceive this form 
of decision-making as participatory. 

4. The nature of a Faculty, and of decision-making 

processes, virtually. prohibits decision-making as a process 
in which all can participate at any given time, or 


perceive themselves to be participating. This study 
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indicated that there presently exist perceived "haves" and 
“have nots" in decision-making in the Faculty. The 
position could hardly be otherwise. 

(i) There are more faculty than committee 
positions. 

(ii) There are more members on Faculty of 
Education Council than can possibly contribute in the 
time allowed. 

(i111) There are some more skilled than others in 
SiematEsOrmCOntra puting. 

(iv) There are some whose contributions are 
judged to be more acceptable and/or worthwhile than 
those of others. In the words of one interviewee: 

A university is inherently unequal in nature. In 

a university competence and intellectual output 

determine privilege. Inequality is institutionalized 

and becomes legitimized by political processes. 

Note especially the normative climate of a university 

which says if you're not competent then you're not 

equal. 

It is reasonable to forecast that this situation 
Sxustesin most Universi eyeracullles, sala oe 
inrprting faculty participation will certainly “impede 
perception of such participation. 

This analysis is not intended to”°déride the”decision- 
Maiine that Nas Occurred inthe specitic Faculty oF 
Education studied. Many fine decisions have emerged 
there, and doubtless many more will. The analysis is 


intended to demonstrate that in relation to the 


partcicrpation of faculty 1n decision-making generally: 
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1. The large group is Subject toyproblems of size; 
to attention to generality rather than detail, to 
discussion rather than decision, and to political 
processes which impede any true and effective 
Patti cipation. 

2. The small group suffers the difficulty of 
attaining representativeness of the large group, of 
coping with interest groups, of reaching decisions 
which are likely to be a compromise rather than based in 
ratvonality - 

3. Many faculty miss out on participation as a 
result of the sheer magnitude of the task of attempting 
towinvolverall: hothers, are unskillediin the sartyor 
contributing; still others are viewed as less acceptable 
contributors. 

4. For many, participation is not a reality because 
a number of factors impede their perceptions of 
possibility for involvement. 

There is a distinct possibility thae equally 
effective rational decisions could emerge from far more 
streamlined decision procedures, such as conditional 
decision-making (see Chapter 2) at a lower cost per 
decision from a manpower and time involvement viewpoint. 

However, so long as the collegial decision-making 
mentality prevails in Universities, and while the thrust 
for the democratic process of shared deliberations is 


maintained by a majority, the concept of Faculty 
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involvement will be retained. 

This study suggests, however, that it will be 
retained at the cost of efficiency and rationality in 
decision-making, and possibly at the cost of ultimate 


faculty dissatisfaction with decision outcomes. 


SUMMARY 


in this, the final chapter; ethesmplications ot tne 
study for theory, practice and research were discussed. 
A model of Faculty decision-making based on the impact 
of decision types and decision outcomes on decision 
structures and procedures was proposed. A number of 
organizational, structural and personnel elements which 
time the rationalrty of decision-making in the Faculty 
were identified. It was suggested that if the processes 
of decision-making in a Faculty are to be understood it 
must be in terms of a model which accepts the process 
asvanpoimtical one, but which salsorrecognizesethe 
modifying influences of external constraints; the need 
fou facrivtative type decisions; the ani luence cE 
individuals who have authority by virtue of their 
position in the formal structure; and the collegial 
mentality which is brought to the decision process by 
Professors. The need to recognize the influence of 


perception on attitudes in a study like this was 


emphasized. 
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The reports of research and scholarly opinion were 
compared with the results of the study. It was noted 
that in many ways results of research in governance at 
the Universityslevel resulvedsin findings «simi laneto 
this study at the Faculty level. However, the influence 
of the level of study was noted to be important, especially 
in attitudes towards participation. A variety of questions 
were identified for further research, with the expectation 
that any definitive answers would assist the refinement 
of administrative practice. 

Binolly,) sa number sof amplications foc practice were 
identified, both specific for the Faculty studied, and 
generally torshaculty governance. In particular, tie 
question of the realistic nature of such a concept as 
faculty participation in decision-making was raised. It 
waseconcluded phat so long as faculty suppome the concep 
of collegiality in Faculty management the style will 
remain, despite the severe limits to decision rationality 


it imposes. 
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APPENDIX A 


THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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March 25,5 1974 


Dear Professor, 


ieam currently enrolled asia coctoraiestudent, in the 
Department of Kducational Administrataon austhe Universi ty on 
Alberta. My research project is concerned with Intra-Faculty 
Participation in Decision-Making, uSing all academic Staff of 


Ebeebacnuty. of Hducakiensen LuemUniyersity Or snl bernta as the 
population. 


To assist in data-collection, a questionnaire has been 
developed which seeks information regarding: 


Personal data 


an Seb LLUUdes Tecardine partacipavione in 1 aculuy 
decision-making 


CeO LeMuatlonnot —INStLucrtous. tO st tele Loar on 
specialization 


4. Participation in selected decision-making processes 


Ll would bessraterful ss younwouldsrespondstosthe attached 
Guesttonnaire. This should take about twenty minutes.” Please 
place the completed form in the enclosed, addressed envelope. 


The number printed on the top leit. hand corner of page 1 
is a code to assist me in identifying questionnaires which have 
not been returned. lt will notabe used To match responses to 
individual respondents, as all responses will be treated as 
anonymous and confidential. 


Thank you Lor your assistance: 


Yours sincerely, 


Lesiie Re Hastecott 
LRE: pk 
EnGaee 
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DECISION-MAKING PARTICIPATION SCALE 


A Study Conducted by 


LESLIE R. EASTCOTT 


Department of Educational Administration 


The University of Alberta 
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PART A 


Please check ( Y ) the appropriate answer. 


Department in Faculty (Note: If you have a joint 


appointment please check that department in which you 
spend most of your teaching time.) 


Elementary Education 


LJ 


Secondary Education 
Educational Foundations 
Educational Administration 
Educational Psychology 


Industrial and Vocational. Education 


Employment Status 


Professor 
Assoctate PFOTessor 


Assis tant.P rofessor 


a ee eee 


Lecturer 
Rank 
Administrator: i.e. Dean, Associate Dean, [| 
Department Chairman or 
Co-ordinator 
INS CrUGCOF: i.e. Assistant Dean, or I 
instructional staff 
Your Sex 
Male [ ] 
Female ie 
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Your Age Please state your age as on March 1, 1974: 


<2 O 
26 - 30 ea) 
Jee 35 [| 
36 - 4o ie 
ho iG [] 
46 - 50 Cl 
51 - 55 LC] 
56 - 60 ey 
> 60 al 


Academic Qualifications (Indicate highest level 


attained) 
Bachelor's degree i 
Master's degree (i 


Ph.D. or Ed.D. [ ] 


Years Employed at The University of Alberta 
(Count. this present»yearn as a full .year.) 
For how many years have you been employed as 
a member of the academic staff of The 


University of Alberta? [ ] 
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PART B 


In the first column, indicate ( Y ) what you perceive to be 
the CURRENT extent of instructor participation in the stated decision 
area. Each category is defined at the top of the questionnaire. 

In the second column, indicate ( Y ) the extent of instructor 
participation that you would PREFER instructors, as individuals or in 
groups, to have in decision-making in the stated decision area. Each 
category is defined at the top of the questionnaire. 

The first item has been completed as an example. For the item, 
"Choosing clerical staff'', the current perceived extent is None, there- 
fore'a check (vv ) is placed in this®columnwesthe preferredeextenteis 


Discussion and therefore a check ( Y ) is placed in this column. 
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Determination -=' instructors « as undaimwucualst or in groups, have 
total authority with respect to policy and action. 


Joint Action -- instructors and other components of the institution, 
especially the administration, together reach formal 
agreement on policy and action. 


Consultation -- a formal procedure providing a means for instructors 
to present their judgment in the form of a recommenda- 
tion, e.g., a recommendation from a staff meeting. 


Discussion -- informal expression of opinion from instructors. 
None == no inst ructor™ paket incl patton. 


CURRENT PREFERRED 


SAMP.E Ee! LEM 


Choosing clerical staff. 


FACULTY RECRUITMENT 


1. Appointment of faculty dean. 


2. Appointment of all 
department chairmen within 
the faculty who are outside 
your department. 


3. Appointment of your 
department chairman, 


4, Appointment of other 
administrative stat? (e.g., 
director of division, and 
associate and assistant 
deans.) 
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5. Appointment of all teaching 
staff in the faculty who 
are outside your 
department. 


6. Appointment of teaching 
staff in your department. 


FACULTY STATUS 


7. Promotions outside your 
department. 


8. Promotions within your 
department. 


fe Dismissal of Staff. 


10. Evaluation and retention of 
probationary faculty within 
your department. 


I]. Evaluation of instruction 
in your department. 


m2. Evaluatton of other 
instructors. 


ACADEMIC PLANNING AND POLICY 


13. Deciding the nature of 
courses and programs to be 
offered in your department. 


14. Deciding the nature of 
courses and programs to be 
offered in other departments. 


15. Determining faculty 
admission requirements. 


fo. Planning for’ and 
development of Faculty 
Library resources. 


aes re 
aA.) : 

h a 

+ by 


i 7 
9 
ery a 
Lod thanks - 
: , 
Lakacee ean 
dee 
4 et eth hen 
a a 
‘ 
7 
‘<a are ao sbtaive | eno} 
. hoot a —_ _ = — > >it * 
j { T Py 
als ie pos 7 re ote ren we “Tita Tee ee : ' 
j a j ; | { - er ; invert ' 
= i. " =" M4 S _ = Frere a 
RPO ARB Se sepals irs 
wee geaee sabi te leet 
- e —- rr —> oan * 


a ine pall > 
_ D4 


pe nindiw astlioet yannot? dev r | 
pad, As 4 Nate od SORTS tial a 
ae 


a fee ralsouitant Fo ae 
br) Fd adiencil J |, Seegaqeb aes: 
i , 


rottre et > na 


4 e 
j Yo nolsandeq: bos nots, 7 Wi 


¢ 
a8 


oat). 


: 
. Y _ 7 
YO) J07-OBA DUM Ass 2UGg 
' 


Ve: ptbinn ‘a x" ss 30 


Pr Tt ot OF anarpong Od 2 sides 
a ee ae : Fama waa mee, 1 bore 


14 owen oe ‘ nibh: 
et G! apagerg bom eerie 
: epnaiyt: wait bel o ni Uh 15tt 


ae 


CURRENT PREFERRED 


fe Planning for and 
organization of audiovisual 
equipment. 


18. Acquiring and allocation 
of funds for research. 


19. Planning for new or 
additional physical 
facilities. 


20. Determining numbers of 
staff of various departments. 


ACADEMIC OPERATIONS 


21. Allocation of students to 
classes within your own 
department. 


22. Determination of class 
sizes within your own 
department. 


23. Allocation of teaching 
assignments within your 
own department. 


24. Determination of an 
instructor's allocated 
teaching hours within your 
own department. 


25. Establishment of the 
schedule and timetable for 
classes you instruct. 


26. Choice of classroom 
instructional) practices 
within your own department. 


27. Determination of course 
pre-requisites. 


28. Development of procedures 
for evaluation of 
students. 
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FINANCIAL PLANNING AND POLICY 


Financial allocation for 
secretarial services. 


Financial allocation for 
instructional equipment. 


Financial allocation for 
supplies and sundries. 


Short range budgetary 
planning within the Faculty 
of Education (1 - 3 years). 


Long range budgetary 
planning within the Faculty 
of Education (beyond 3 
years). 


Short range budgetary 
planning within your 
department (1 - 3 years). 


Long range budgetary 
planning within your 
department (beyond 3 
years). 


INTRA-FACULTY ORGANIZATION 


Modification of the Faculty 
of Education administrative 
structure. 


Establishment of department 
committees. 


Establishment of Faculty of 
Education committees. 


Appointment of staff to 
department committees. 


Appointment of staff to 
Faculty of Education 
committees. 
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The establishment of rules, 
regulations and disciplinary 
procedures for the student 
body within the faculty. 


Determination of the student 
role in the Department 
governance. 


FACULTY ENVIRONMENT INTERACTION 
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Development of Faculty 
service activities to the 
community. 


Establishment of procedures 
for communicating relevant 
Faculty information to the 
community. 


Preparation of written 
materials for publication 

by the Faculty of Education, 
or your department, ‘e.g. 
information for prospective 
students. 


Provision of inservice 
education for personnel outside 
the University. 


Procedures for attracting 
students to programs 
offered by the Faculty of 
Education. 


Seeking funding from 
outside agencies to expand 
the instructional, research 
and service functions of the 
Raculty of Education. 


Instructor participation in 
service activities outside 

the University, e.g. consultation, 
participation in and organization 
of conferences, editorship of 
journals. 
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PART C 


The listed groups judge the quality of your overall performance. 
Place a check ( ¥) in the most important column beside those you 
regard as most important. Place a check ( Y) in the important 
column for others regarded as important. Check only those 


regarded as most important or important. 


Students 
Administration (other than department chairman) 
Department chairman 


Colleagues in own department (other than 
department chairman) 


Members of one's community of scholars 


Community leaders active in educational 
affairs 
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What are the most desirable aspects of your employment as a 


university staff member? 
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Generally speaking, how do you read your important professional 


journals? 


Thoroughly [ | 


Partially [] (Check one) 


Glance through them [ ] 


Suppose that your teaching allocations were to be reduced by 


three hours per week. indicate ( Y ) the areas in which you 


would like to spend more time. 


On research 


Ree Most Important 
Tver 


On preparation for teaching 
On committee work 
On preparation of publications 


On administrative tasks for which you are 
responsible 


On attendance at department and/or faculty 
meetings 


Other (explain) 
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PART D 


Write in the names of committees of which you are a member 


in each administrative unit. 


(i) Department committees 
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(ii) Faculty of Education committees, e.g., Faculty 


ad hoc, and standing committees. 


(iii) University established committees, e.g., 


General Faculty Council. 
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P 4 A ; BA. 
(iv) Provincial, National and International 


Organizations or Committees 


2. My percentage attendance at each of the following meetings 


is: 


3 


(iJ Faculty of 
Education Counci] 
Meetings. 


(ii) Faculty committee 
meetings on which 
l ama 
representative. 


(iii) Department 
meetings. 


(iv) Department 
committee 
meetings on 
which | ama 
representative. 


(v) University 
established 
committee 
meetings. 


3. The number of committees on which | would like to be a member is: 
Fewer than at present i 
The same as at present la 


More than at present [| 
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The time ! would like to spend in committee meetings is: 
Less than at present 
The same as at present 


More than at present 


The type of committees on which | would like to be a member 


iss 


The same as at present 


Different than at present 


Check ( Y ) all responses with which you agree. 


My level of participation in staff and committee meetings 


is determined by my belief that, for the majority of 


meetings: 


They take too much time from research. 


They waste too much time on 
inconsequential matters. 


They take too much time from teaching 
and teaching preparation. 


They are essential for the smooth 
functioning of faculty and department. 


lt is my personal duty to participate. 
It is necessary to protect my interests. 


It brings influence | otherwise would not 
have. 


It is a factor in promotion and salary 
increment. 


| personally enjoy them. 
It is expected of faculty. 


It is an avenue to improving research. 
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(xii) It is an avenue to improving teaching. 


ee) 


(xiii) These meetings only legitimize decisions 
already taken by the administration. 


(xiv) Faculty members! ideas and opinions 
are not really valued. 


pe a ee 


(xv) Other (please specify). 


Please quickly check to see if you have responded to all items. 


THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE 
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APPENDIX B 


CLASSIFICATION OF QUESTIONS 


BY SUB-SYSTEM FUNCTIONING 
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CLASSIFICATION OF QUESTIONS 


BY SUB-SYSTEM FUNCTIONING 


Category Question Number 
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APPENDIX C 


INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 


Please describe the type of decision-making 
structure you have in this Department. 


What are your personal feelings about the role of 
the instructor in intra-faculty decision-making? 


What limits do you see to the extent of instructor 
participation? That is, an what areas of antra— 
faculty decision-making should instructors not 
have a role? Why? 


What motives move instructors to participate in 
decision-making? 


What do you see as the major impediments to 
instructor decisional participation? 


What are the major characteristics of people 
involved in Faculty decision-making? 


Based on your observations, would you say that in 
practice all members of the Faculty have equal 
Opportunity, to, participa tesa nedecit siton=making? 


APPENDIX D 


TOTAL CURRENT AND PREFERRED LEVELS 


OF INSTRUCTOR INVOLVEMENT 
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TOTAL CURRENT AND PREFERRED LEVELS 


OF INSTRUCTOR INVOLVEMENT 
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APPENDIX E 


MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS 
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MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS: 


SCALED WEIGHTS FOR VECTORS CONTRIBUTING 


MORE THAN 80% OF TOTAL VARIANCE 


Le Department 
SCALED WEIGHTS 


al 
ik -15.73407 
2 17.90286 
3 -19.44948 
4 40.58661 
5 - 6.28768 
6 0.73099 
I] 5.74027 
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4. Employment Status 


SCALED WEIGHTS 
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Current Faculty Recruitment 

Current Faculty Status 

Current Academic Planning and Policy 
Current Academic Operations 

Cusrent sl inancial (Planning andyrolucy, 
Current Intra-Faculty Organization 
Current Faculty-Environment Interaction 


Preferred 
Preferred 
Preferred 
Preferred 
Preferred 
Preferred 
Preferred 


Faculty Recruitment 

Macubty StLacus 

Academic Planning and Policy 
Academic Operations 

Financial Planning and Policy 
iIntra-Faculty Organization 
Faculty-Environment Interaction 
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APPENDIX F 


CLASSIFICATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE 


LTEMS «BY DEPARTMENT FOCUS 
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CLASSIFICATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE 


ITEMS BY DEPARTMENT FOCUS 


In-Department Questions 


3 Appointment of your Department Chairman 
6 Appointment of teaching staff in your Department 
8 Promotions within your Department 
10 Evaluation and retention of probationary faculty 
within your Department 
ll Evaluation of instruction within your Department 
13 Deciding the nature of courses and programs to be 
offered in your Department 
21 Allocation of students to classes within your own 


Department 

22 Determination of class sizes within your own 
Department 

23. Allocation of teaching assignments within your own 
Department 


24 Determination of an instructor's allocated teaching 
hours within your own Department 

25 Establishment of the schedule and timetable for 
classes you instruct 

26 Choice of classroom instructional practices within 
your own, Department 

28 Development of procedures for evaluation of students 

37 Establishment of Department committees 

39 Appointment of staff to Department committees 


OuL=Or- Department /Oviestions 


2 Appointment of all Department Chairmen within the 
Faculty who are outside your Department 
4 Appointment of other administrative staff, @.g., 
Director of Division and Associate and Assistant Deans 
See Appointment Of Gall teachingestait Anetie Faculty who 
are outside your Department 
7 Promotions outside your Department 
14 Deciding the nature of courses and programs to be 
offered in other Departments 
20 Determining numbers of staff of various Departments 
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APPENDIX G 


CORRELATION CO-EFFICIENTS 
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CORRELATION CO-EFFICIENTS: DISCIPLINE-ORIENTATION 


AND PREFERRED RESPONSES ON INDIVIDUAL ITEMS 


Co-efficient Co-efficient 
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